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There were some people at that time who
advised my taking the Judiciary chairman=-
ship. They felt that the people of our State
were more interested in my work on the
Judiciary Committee than they would be in
my work on the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee.

WHY I CHOSE FOREIGN RELATIONS POST

But for two basic reasons, I chose the
Foreign Relations post:

In the first place, it would enable me to
render service on behalf of the greatest single
goal of all—the goal of world peace, prevent-
ing a dreadful atomic-hydrogen bomb con-
flict.

And in the second place, if I did not choose
the Foreign Relations assignment, the next
ranking Republican on it—who would be-
come crairman—had either been lukewarm
or hostile to the seaway.

With a seaway supporter at the helm, how-
ever, of th2 full committee, I could arrange
for a favorable seaway membership on the
subcommittec. This I promptly did.

And it was not too long before we secured
not only a favorable report in the seaway
subcommittee, but a favorable report in the
full committee, and then favorable action
in the full Senate.

THE DEBATE OVER A 1-STEP OR 2-STEP BILL

Let us recall, too, that for a time, there was
some concern over our strategy in the pro-
seaway camp itself.

There were friends among our seaway sup-
porters who said that we had to adopt a
combined 1-step bill, so to speak. They
wanted it to include the upper channels (af-
fecting the States beyond Lake Erie) as well
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as the main navigation works on the lower
seaway—in the International Rapids section.

I personally opposed that strategy for a
number of reasons:

1. In the first place, for years and years, we
had been defeated in our effort to try to com-
bine both phases.

We felt, therefore, that our chances would
be infinitely improved, if we secured approval
of the seaway in two separate stages—first,
the main navigation works, and secondly, the
upper channel work beyond Lake Erie—for
ourselves and other upper Lakes States.

I pointed out, for example, that the main
navigation works would be paid for by self-
liquidating bonds (retired by toll payments),
whereas the channels would be paid for by
Treasury appropriations.

To combine the two financial phases in one
bill would tend to confuse the issue some-
what, and our opponents would quickly ex-
ploit the mixed nature of the bill.

2. Secondly, I knew that, if once we won
the major battle, we would get quick ap-
proval of the upper channels.

OUR QUICK VICTORY ON THE CHANNELS

I am delighted to say that my plans and
strategy worked out exactly as they were in-
tended.

We did secure the passage of the main sea-
way law. It was signed by the President at
the White House in a historic ceremony on
May 13, 1954.

And then, the channel bill—which others
and I promptly introduced—was approved in
the 84th Congress. As a matter of fact, con-
trary to the unfounded fears which had been
expressed by some of our seaway supporters,
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the channel bill went through—with abso-
lutely no opposition whatsoever. There was
not a single voice lifted against it either in
the House of Representatives or in the Sen-
ate. It passed the Senate on the Unanimous
Consent Calendar, meaning that, just as I
had predicted, no one whatsoever opposed it,
(once the main seaway fight had been won).

Now, fortunately, we are making good prog-
ress in the actual engineering work. I am in
close touch with the Seaway Development
Corporation and with the Corps of Engineers
as work proceeds. All possible speed is, of
course, essential.

Just a few weeks ago, it was my privilege
to deliver the main address at the impressive
dedication—near Massena, N. Y.—of Eisen-
hower lock on the St. Lawrence Seaway.

I was pleased at that time to receive a
glowing tribute from an official spokesman
for the administration, Assistant Secretary
of the Army, George H. Roderick. He kindly
referred to me as the “Father of the St. Law=
rence Seaway law.”

But the battle for the seaway was a com= .
bined effort—throughout.

It was not any single man’s accomplishe
ment. It represented the successful team-
work by our Great Lakes States, and, in par=
ticular, by united forces in the State of
‘Wisconsin.,

CONCLUSION

Teamwork, cooperation, those will be the
keynotes for Wisconsin and Great Lakes
prosperity in the years to come.

And in the time up ahead, as summer fes=
tivals roll around again, we will have ever
more to be thankful for, ever more over
which to rejoice.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
TuEspAY, JuLy 10, 1956

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D. D., offered the following prayer:

Most merciful and gracious God, we
thank Thee for the privilege of prayer
and its power to fortify and strengthen
us when the struggle of life is difficult
and our problems are hard to solve.

We humbly acknowledge that our
minds are frequently thronged with a
multitude of disturbing and disconcert-
ing thoughts and we feel ourselves
wavering between conflicting and op-
posite decisions.

Constrain us with a determination
to bring all our plans and purposes, our
desires and longings, into harmony with
Thy divine will, in which is our peace.

Grant that we may be eager to in-
voke and worthy to receive Thy bless-
ing and benediction upon everything
which we shall endeavor to do during
this day for the welfare of our country
and all mankind.

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed a bill of the fol-
lowing title, in which the concurrence of
the House is requested:

S.3449. An act relating to the reinvest-
ment by air carriers of the proceeds from the
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sale or other disposition of certain operating
property and equipment.

The message also announced that the -

Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol-
lowing title:

S. 1871. An act to amend the act entitled
“An act to reimburse the Post Office Depart-
ment for the transmission of official Govern-
ment-mail matter, approved August 15, 1953
(67 Stat. 614), and for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to the
bill (H. R. 483) entitled “An act to amend
the Army-Navy Public Health Service
Medical Officer Procurement Act of 1947,
as amended, so as to provide for appoint-
ment of doctors of osteopathy in the
Medical Corps of the Army and Navy,”
disagreed to by the House; agrees to the
conference asked by the House on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. RUSSELL, Mr.
STENNIS, Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. SALTON=-
sTALL, and Mrs. SmitH of Maine to be
the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
9893) entitled “An act to authorize cer-
tain construction at military installa=
tions, and for other purposes.”

MANNER IN WHICH ANTITRUST
SUIT AGAINST GENERAL MOTORS
WAS ANNOUNCED
Mr. VANIK. Mr, Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to address the House

for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, permit me
to call the attention of the House of Rep-
resentatives to an editorial which ap-
peared in the Cleveland Press of July 6,
1956, entitled “Political Corn,” comment-
ing upon Attorney General Herbert
Brownell’s television performance last
Wednesday night when he went on a
Corn Products-sponsored television pro-
gram to announce that the Justice De-
pariment would file an antitrust suit
against the General Motors Corp.

The preparation of this suit must have
taken most of the Attorney General’s
time during the past 3% years. You can
almost bank on the assumption that it
was most adroitly prepared with a con-
fused cause of action and that the serv-
ice of summons will inadvertently be
made on the wrong person, perhaps some
unsuspecting motorist.

It should further be a subject of con=-
gressional concern that public news and
information, particularly information of
such far-reaching importance as an
antitrust suit prepared by a Republican
Attorney General against the great
General Motors Corp., should be dis-
tributed by public officials on private
television time. News has a property
value and the distribution of it on a pri-
vate advertiser’s television time is a con-
version of public property in the news
for the private profit or advantage of an
advertiser and/or other persons. Re-
leases of public information by public of-
ficials should always be made in a thor-
oughly public manner.
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The,Press editorial is as follows:
PorrTicAL CORN

If Secretary Ezra Benson were to go on a
General Motors-sponsored TV program to an-
nounce that the Agriculture Department had
decided to blacklist Corn Products Co.—

We doubt honest old Ezra would do such
a thing, but if he did—

Well, it would be on all fours with Attorney
General Herbert Brownell’'s performance
Wednesday night, when he went on a Corn
Products-sponsored TV program to announce
that the Justice Department would file an
antitrust suit against General Motors.

It might be good pelitics, because this is
an election year and some farm spokesmen
have been accusing Ezra of loving the food
processors more,than he loves the farmers.
But, repeating, we don’t think Ezra would
play politics that way.

And, of course, we have no way of knowing
how long Brownell carried that official news
item around in his hot little hand before he
stepped up to the TV camera to perform a
governmental act under the auspices of a
sponsor with a name appropriate to the per-
formance.

But we do know that Brownell attained his
present position by his skill in politics, that
General Motors has been a large and growing
corporation through the 31, years Brownell
has been Attorney General, that Democrats

have been accusing the Eisenhower adminis-

tration of favoring big business, and that
Brownell didn’t announce his suit against
the symbol of big business until well along
in an election year.

The traditional way for the Justice Depart«
ment to break the news of an antitrust action
is to file the complaint, making it a matter of
court record, and give out a press release or
hold a press conference available equally to
all media of public information, explaining
the reasons for the suit.

But Brownell chose an unorthodox way of
making his announcement, arousing contro-
versy that might possibly draw more atten-
tion to the idea that the Republicans, in this
election year, are hellbent for protecting the
little fellows against the big fellow.

For his performance, Brownell received a
leather-bound, 20-volume eneyclopedia, and
newspaper reporters participating in the
Corn Products press conference received a
cash honorarium for 30 minutes of acting
the role they are paid all week to do for their
own newspapers.

However you grind i, it’s corn.

EX-SENATOR CAIN AND THE
SECURITY PROGRAM

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for T minute and to revise and to extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I think it
is unanimously agreed by those who
have followed our security program care-
fully that no one has eontributed more
during the last 18 months toward put-
ting eommensense and fair play into
that system than has former Senator
Harry P. Cain, who is a member of the
Control Board on Subversive Activities.
Senator Cain has worked tirelessly and
with great courage to improve our secu-
rity procedures.

His appointment expires on August I
of this year. If I were a Republican and
were asked what the President has done
to improve the security system, I would
reply, “He appointed Senator Cain.” In
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my opinion, there is no better test of
the President’s sincerity in this matter
than the Cain appointment.

RELIEF OF CERTAIN RELATIVES OF
UNITED STATES CITIZENS

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the

Speaker’s desk House Joint Resolution '

456 for the relief of certain relatives
of United States citizens with Senate
amendments thereto and concur in the
Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 1, line 7, strike out “under” and insert
“and upon compliance with.”

Page 2, line 4, after “Huffman”, insert
“Stella W. Janinis.” i

Page 2, line 4, after “Jackson”, insert
“Reinhold H. Meric.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

RELIEF OF CERTAIN ALIENS

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk House Joint Resolution
580 for the relief of certain aliens with
a Senate amendment thereto and con-
cur in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Page 1, line 7, strike out “Lee Fay Fan.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the reguest of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

RELIEF OF CERTAIN ALIENS

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk House Joint Resolution
616 for the relief of eertain aliens, with
Senate amendments thereto and concur
in the Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 1, strike out lines 8 to 12, inclusive.

Page 2, line 1, strike out “3” and insert
ll’z.n
line 6, strike out “4™ and insert
line 11, strike out “5” and insert
line 16, strike out “6” and insert
line 21, strike out “7” and insert
line 1, strike out “8” and Insert
Iine 6, strike out “9” and insert

Hne 11, strike out “10* and in-
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Page 3, line 16, strike out “11™ and insert
“10.)1

Page 3, line 21, strike out “12” and insert
“11."

Page 4, line 1, strike out “13™ and insert
“12-..

Page 4, line 6, strike out “14” and insert
“13."

Page 4, line 11, strike out “15” and insert
g

Page 4, line 16, strike out “16” and insert
i Vi

Page 4, strike out Ilines 21 to 25, inclusive,
and insert:

“SEc. 16. For the purposes of sections 101
(a) (27) (A) and 205 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, the minor child, Ger-
traud Anna Giulio, shall be held and con-
sidered to be the natural-born alien child
of Frank Joseph Horak, a ciftizen of the
United States.”

Page b, line 1, strike out “18” and insert
g & o

Page 5, line 6, strike ouf ‘“19” and insert
«1g.»

Page 5, line I1, strike out “20” and insert
1619-17

Page 5, line 16, strike out “21” and insert
heo- ¢ S

Page 5, line 21, strike out “22"” and insert
1121.’1

Page 6, after line 2, insert:

“SEc. 22. For the purposes of sections 101
(a) (27) (A) and 205 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, the minor child, Jose
Boo Lopez, shall be held and considered to
be the natural-born alien child of Patrick
Louis Perry, a citizen of the United States.”

Page 6, after line 2, insert:

“SEc. 23. For the purposes of sections 101
(a) (27) (A) and 205 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, the minor child, Lim Gin-
wey, shall be held and considered to be the
natural-born alien child of Lim Nuey, a. citi-
zen of the United States.”

Page 6, after line 2, insert:

“SEc. 24. For the purposes of sections 101
(a) (27) (A) and 205 of the Immigration
and Nationality Aect, the minor child, Shiu
Ming Ma, shall be held and considered to be
the natural-born alien child of Donald Her-
bert Deppe, a citizen of the United States.”

Page 6, after line 2, insert:

“See. 25. For the purposes of sections 101
(a) (27) (A) and 205 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, the minor child, Roland
F. Petersen, shall be held and considered to
be the nmatural-born alien child of Vermon
L. Petersen, a citizen of the United States.”

Page 6, after line 2, insert:

“SEc. 26. For the purposes of sections 101
(a) (27) (A) and 205 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, the minor ehild, Lam-
pros Lazaridis, shall be held and considered
to be the natural-born alien child of Lazar
and Bernice Christoff, citizens of the United
States.”

Page 6, after line 2, insert:

“Sgc. 27. For the purposes of sections 101
(a) (27) (A) and 205 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, Paz Tupas Meeker shall
be held and conmsidered to be the minor
natural-born alien child of C. A. Meeker, a
citizen of the United States.”

Page 6, after line 2, insert:

“Sec. 28. For the purposes of sections 101
(a) (27) (A) and 205 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, the minor child,
Luciana Papa Powell, shall be held and con-
sidered to be the mnatural-born alien child
of James M. Powell and Camille Powell,
citizens of the United States.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

There was no objection.

The Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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ADVANCEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. HAN-
FORD MACNIDER TO LIEUTENANT
GENERAL

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (H. R. 11677)
to provide for the advancement of Maj.
Gen. Hanford MacNider, United States
Army Reserve, retired, to the grade of
lieutenant genera: on the retired list.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, would the gentleman
from Georgia, our distinguished chair-
man, explain briefly the bill or have its
author do so?

Mr. VINSON. I suggest, inasmuch as
I cleared the matter with the gentleman
before I called it up, that the distin-
guished gentleman from Missouri, who is
quite familiar with this bill, should
briefly state to the House the distin-
guished military career of this outstand-
ing general.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I think
all Members are aware that Hanford
MacNider, of Iowa, is one of the greatest
soldiers that this country has ever pro-
duced, having served in both World War
I and World War II, and being wounded
many times on the battlefield. Not only
are the Members of the Iowa delegation
but many of the Members all over the
Nation, as well as some of our highest
military men in the country, are heartily
in favor of granting this recognition to
a very outstanding and great American.
I want to say that the bill will not cost
the taxpayers one dime. It merely pro-
motes him from major general to lieu-
tenant general; wholly an honor but an
honor richly deserved and written in
sacrifice and blood. I am confident that
every true American who loves his coun-
try will rejoice that this high recognition
and signal honor is being bestowed by an
appreciative Congress and a grateful
people upon a stalwart, fearless, and ex-
emplary soldier, a sterling patriot, and
a great and good man.

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SHORT. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Speaker, it so hap-
pens that Hanford MacNider and I both
served in World War II; in fact, we slept
in the same dugout at one time. He
was a captain in the 9th Infantry,
2d Division, and I was a second lieu-
tenant in the 15th Field Artillery. I was
assigned as the liaison officer to the 9th
Infantry. Of all the wonderful fighters
and brave men, Hanford MacNider was
one of the best, and I heartily endorse
this bill.

Mr. SHORT. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. Speaker, I would like to say, too,
to the gentleman that I have been told
by some of our highest ranking officers
that he is the greatest fighting mar they
have ever known, coming back from the
battlefield to the dugout with blood actu-
ally running out of his shoes and refusing
to go to a hospital.

Mr. KEAN. He was what we collo-
quially call a fighting fool.

Mr. SHORT. He was and still is.
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SHORT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa, the author of the bill.
And I want to congratulate and thank
him for his interest in this matter.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I hope this
bill will be approved. Hanford Mac-

Nider, in my opinion, is one of this coun-

try’s greatest living nonprofessional
fichting men. Hanford MacNider . has
been awarded the Distinguished Service
Cross; not the Distinguished Service
Medal but the Distinguished Service
Cross, with two clusters awarded for
combat above and beyond the call of
duty. He is a former Ambassador to
Canada; a former national commander
of the American Legion and of the Iowa
Department of the American Legion.
Major General MacNider has had a long
and illustrious career, both as a military
man and a civilian. As the distinguished
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SHORT]
has stated, this advancement to the
grade of lieutenant general is purely a
recognition of the honor that is due a
great nonprofessional soldier. It should
be noted that the bill explicitly provides
that this advancement will not permit
an increase of a single dime in the re-
tirement pay of General MacNider.

I wish to take this opportunity to
thank Mr. VinsoN, chairman of the
House Armed Services Committee, and
the ranking minority member of the
committee, Mr SHoORT, for making it pos-
sible to consider this bill today honoring
as it does one of the distinguished citi-
zens of the Nation and the congressional
district which it is my privilege to rep-
resent.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, if I might
add one word, there are many Members
of this House who, like the gentleman
from New Jersey, served with Hanford
MacNider. I never did have that privi-
lege or honor, but I have met him, and I
know that he has been considered on
different occasions seriously in years
gone by as a presidential possibility.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. MTr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, every-
one knows of the great career of General
MacNider, one of the outstanding gen-
erals of American history. I know that
General MacNider will derive great
pleasure and satisfaction in the knowl-
edge that this bill, brought up out of
order, has passed the House unanimous-
ly, conveying to him and to the entire
country the great respect that all Mem-
bers of the House, without regard to
party, have for him and the admiration
they have for the man himself, and the
military leader.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Massachusetts.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I should like to say how ex-
tremely glad I am that this body is about
to pass this bill. Gen. Hanford Mac-
Nider is known all over this country and
abroad for his great work. His contri-
bution has been just as great since the
war as it was during the war, during his
gallant fighting days. America should

Mr.
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do him all honor. I have known him
and his lovely wife for years. Their
friends are legion and will rejoice over
this appreciation of this great man.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That Maj. Gen. Hanford
MacNider, United States Army Reserve (re-
tired), shall be advanced on the retired list
to the grade of lieutenant general effective
as of date of enactment of this act.

SEc. 2. Nothing contained in this act shall
be deemed to increase the retired or retire-
ment pay received by the said Maj. Gen.
Hanford MacNider and no other benefits shall
accrue to him by virtue of the enactment
thereof.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary have permission
to sit during general debate tomorrow
and Thursday.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Public Works have until midnight to-
night to file sundry reports.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION
BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1957

Mr. SMITH of Virginia, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, reported the following
privileged resoluticn (H. Res. 584, Rept.
No. 2648), which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

Resolved, That during the consideration of
the bill (H. R. 12138) making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 380, 1957, and for other purposes, all
points of order against the bill are hereby
waived.

PERMISSION TO SIT DURING GEN-
ERAL DEBATE

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Public Works have permission to sit
during general debate tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

ASSISTANCE TO CERTAIN NON-FED-
ERAL INSTITUTIONS FOR THE
CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES
FOR RESEARCH
Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by direc=

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up

House Resolution 577 and ask for its

immediate consideration.
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The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (S.
849) to provide assistance to certain non-
Federal institutions for construction of fa-
cilities for research in crippling and Kkilling
diseases such as cancer, heart disease, polio-
myelitis, nervous disorders, mental illness,
arthritis and rheumatism, blindness, cere-
bral palsy, tuberculosis, multiple sclerosis,
epilepsy, cystic fibrosis, and muscular dys-
trophy, and for other purposes. After gen-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the
bill, and shall continue not to exceed 1 hour,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, the bill shall be read for amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule. It shall be
in order to consider without intervention of
any point of order the substitute amendment
recommended by the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce now in the bill
and such substitute for the purpose of
amendment shall be considered under the
5-minute rule as an original bill. At the
conclusion of such consideration the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and any Member may demand
a separate vote in the House on any of the
amendments adopted in the Committee of
the Whole to the bill or committee substi-
tute. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. ELLSWORTH], and at this time I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 577
makes in order the consideration of
S. 849 to provide assistance to certain
non-Federal institutions for the con-
struction of facilities for research in
crippling and killing diseases. The reso-
lution provides for an open rule and 1
hour of general debate. It also provides
that it shall be in order to consider with-
out intervention of any point of order the
substitute amendment recommended by
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, and the substitute shall be
considered as an original bill for the pur-
poses of amendment. Any Member may
- demand a separate vote on any of the
amendments adopted in the Committee
of the Whole to the bill or commit-
tee substitute.

The bill, as amended, authorizes a 3-
year grant-in-aid program on a match-
ing basis of not to exceed $30 million for
each of the 3 years to assist public and
nonprofit institutions in the construction
and equipping of facilities to engage in
research in the sciences related to health,

As amended, the bill sets up a National
Advisory Council on Health Research
Facilities. The Council will have the
Surgeon General as chairman and an
officer of the National Science Founda-
tion. There will be 12 members ap-
pointed by the Sscretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare. Of the 12, 4 will be
selected from the general public and 8
from among leading medical, dental, and
scientific authorities.

The bill outlines certain factors
which the Council must take into con-
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sideration when applications are sub-
mitted to assure equitable distribution of
the grants. The Council shall, within
6 months after enactment of the bill, set
up general regulations covering eligibil-
ity of institutions and the terms and con=-
ditions for approving applications. Also,
the Council is to make annual reports to
Congress summarizing its activities un-
der this legislation.

A committee amendment provides for
the recapture of funds if within 10 years
after construction of any facility the ap-
plicant ceases to be a public or nonprofit
institution, or ceases to be used for the
purposes for which it was constructed.

A noninterference provision is in-
cluded as a committee amendment to
preclude any attempts to place such re-
search facilities under Federal direction.

The committee unanimously approved
the bill as amended. There was no oppo-
sition before the Rules Committee, and I
urge the adoption of House Resolution
571.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN].

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to speak out of order.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, not 75 Members are in the
House at the moment. My assumption
is that the lack of attendance is due to
the effort to get an early adjournment,
and the absent Members are either in
committees or working on research prob-
lems so as to be better prepared to pass
on legislation when it does come up.

The difficulty in understanding some
of the bills that come before the House
is due in part at least to the fact that
committees of the House are holding
hearings, hearings that continue from
day to day almost continuously. It
would not seem to be an exaggeration to
state that some of these hearings have
a political tinge, not red, but a sort of
a pinkish color to them; that is to say,
along the line of political propaganda.
I am not talking about communism or
anything of that kind, so please do not
let me be misunderstood.

For example, the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations through subcom-
mittees, I think there are three subcom-
mittees sitting today. We started out
with the Chudoff subcommittee as it
was originally authorized by a letter
from the chairman of one of the Senate
committees who told us to go into the
question of the disposal of timber owned
by the Government. That was fine.
One of the objectives was to learn
whether the inventory of the national
timber was down to date. Another was
to learn whether it was advisable to have
area harvesting and manufacturing of
the timber. Another was whether there
should be access roads. That was all
right. Another was whether there
should be a cut which would permit and
give an annual cut in the coming years.
That was all right. All were questions
which were, and are, vital to the North-
west. But those hearings degenerated,
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and I use that word advisedly, into a
political attack upon the Department of
the Interior. The digging up and re-
hashing of a charge and an issue that
was decided out in the Northwest some 2
years ago. If there was any remedy for
what had happened, if what happened
was wrong, then the Department of Jus-
tice could have been appealed to
2 years ago or even before that, but no
such appeal was taken. They waited
until this session of Congress. Then this
subcommittee, staffed by former dis-
gruntled officials and employees of the
Department of the Interior, went off on
a political tangent in an effort to help
elect certain members of the opposition
party—when I speak of the opposition
party I mean the Democratic Party—and
to defeat certain members of the Repub-
Ecan Party at the coming November elec=
ion.

Look where we are getting now. Here
we are in the last 2 or 3 weeks of this
session of the House. Bill after bill is
coming before us for determination.
Some of them carry millions if not bil-
lions of dollars. Yet as stated just a
moment ago, there are less than 75
Members on the floor. I am not critical
nor do I want to make a point of order
when we go into Committee of the Whole
if we do or when the bills are called for
consideration. I do not want to make
a point of order at this time while the
House is in session. But, Mr. Speaker,
because I realize that the Members are
away today working in committee or in
their offices with this monumental load
that is bearing down on them and despite
the fact they are so inadequately paid,
with so little time to attend to their
duties a quorum should be present
when legislation as important as that
which is pending—but look, why should
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions through three subcommittees or
more be holding sessions day after day,
especially when none is considering
legislation which should be enacted be-
fore adjournment? The Chudoff com-
mittee served notice, I think it was last
night, that beginning next Monday they
would hold hearings every forenocon and
every afternoon. On what? Private-
power companies. That committee has
already put out a report, and I expect
to speak on that later tomorrow, maybe
today if some more of the Members get
back from the arduous tasks they are
now on, calling attention to the fact that
the committee put out a report charging
a conspiracy between the Department
of the Interior and the private-power
companies. That is the report adopted
by the Committee on Government Op-
erations which has been released to the
press. True—true, 5 members of the
majority—Democrats all of them—dis=
agreed with some phases of the report.
So while the report purported to be
signed and was signed, as I assume, by
16 Members——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from Michigan has
expired.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan.
have another 5 minutes? ;

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 additional minutes to the gentle-
man.

May I
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I thank
the gentleman. That obviates any
necessity of calling a quorum and will
not take nearly as long as having to
have the Members present. As I stated
before, I do not want to take the Mem-
bers away from their desks and offices
and committee rooms and from the Con-
gressional Library where they are doing
the necessary research work and con-
sulting with the department officials and
the executive agencies trying to get in-
formation to enable them to form an
accurate judgment on pending legisla-
tion. I do not want to do that. Far,
far be it for me to do anything to hinder
them from working today, especially
when the task is so difficult—oh, no, they
should not be called over here—they
should not be called over here to vote
on any bill no matter how much it might
carry in the way of appropriations, until
today’s labors have been finished.

But, now back to these 5 Members
of the majority party who filed disagree-
ing or more properly additional views—
the report was adopted by 17 members of
the committee—and if you subtract the
5 from the 17 then add the 5 to the 12
minority members, do you see where you
get? The majority is gone—wiped out.
So the report becomes the report of 16,
5 of whom are not in wholehearted ap-
proval of all of it. And 4 of the 5 ex-
pressly stated that the committee, made
up of their own political bedfellows, had
held hearings and condemned the private
power companies without ever having
given the companies a hearing.

Now that subcommittee is off again
and beginning next Monday every morn-
ing and every afternoon and every day
while the House is in session, mind you,
while the House is in session, it intends
to hold hearings in an attempt to prove
their charge that a wicked, vicious—if
my colleague, the gentleman from New
York, could give me a few additional
words to describe it—that a conspiracy—
I fail for want of words to express it—I
say they have already determined and
reported that a wicked conspiracy exists.
Now, lo and behold, next week and the
week after, morning and afternoon, they
intend to hold hearings to substantiate
the revort that they have already given
out. They wish to seek and find evidence
to support a charge they made—a verdict
of guilty which they rendered without a
hearing. I wonder what my young
friend from California [Mr. LirscoMB]
who has just come here so recently, and
who' has shown himself to be such an
active and able—I am sorry there is not
room on the ticket for 2 vice presidential
candidates so that California could again
put on the ticket a man of such out-
standing ability as our friend and col-
league [Mr. LipscoMms]l, who has made
outstanding contributions to the Con-
gress since he came here. Some of us
older ones who are fading just rely on
the good judgment, the outstanding
ability of these young men to help us out
when as today the load grows heavy and
difficult. The only thing I can think of
at the moment which distracts from my
pleasure is that it is unfortunate that he
cannot be in two places at once—must be
here on the floor instead of working in
the Library or on committee. But we all
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assume he has very religiously attended
all of these committee hearings and ren-
dered valuable service because of his ex=
perience in the legislature of the State
of California.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I am
happy to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I just want to con-
cur in what the gentleman said about
our colleague——

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. About
the committee—about the committee
report?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. About Mr. Lips-
COMB.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Oh.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I want to pay trib-
ute to his constant attendance in com-
mittee and the hard work that he has
done.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. And the
exceptionally good work—you concur in
that, do you not—the exceptionally good
and efficient work? Yes; I notice you
nodding in the affirmative. I want that
to show in the Recorp because I think it
might be gratifying to him to receive
such an outstanding commendation
from an experienced outstanding Mem-
ber from his own State of California and
who is so aware of our colleague’s excep-
tionally fine record here.

The Committee on Government Op-
erations under the House rules has per=
mission to sit when the House is in ses-
sion. That is the present rule, but I
think it is unfortunate when so many
committee hearings are held so near the
end of the session.

Certainly as one Member to another,
permit me to ask, Is it right to hold
committee hearings day in and day out
this last couple of weeks of the session,
especially when the hearings have noth-
ing to do with pending legislation? How
can we do justice to our constituents by
procedure which takes us off the floor?
How can we perform our tasks here on
the floor if every day we are to have
these committee hearings? It is very
disagreeable to any Member to be forced
to make a point of no quorum. But if
that is necessary in order to legislate
intelligently then it must be done by
someone.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ALBerT). The time of the gentleman
from Michigan has expired.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, with
reference to the pending House Resolu-
tion 577, we find no objection whatever
to the adoption of the rule on this side of
the aisle. The bill is a worthwhile piece
of legislation, which we hope will be
adopted.

I yield back the balance of my time,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

. The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.
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HEALTH AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1955

‘Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call
up the resolution (H. Res. 580) and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the -
Union for the consideration of the bill (S.
3958) to improve the health of the people
by assisting in increasing the number of
adequately trained professional and practi-
cal nurses and professional public health
personnel, assisting in the development of
improved methods of care and treatment in
the field of mental health, and for other pur-
poses. After general debate, which shall be
confined to the bill, and shall continue not
to exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the 5-minute
rule. At the conclusion of the consideration
of the bill for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and the previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without in-
tervening motion except one motion fo re-
commit.

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Ore-
gon [Mr. ELLsworTH], and at this time
I yield myself such time as I may re-
quire.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 580
makes in order the consideration of S.
3958, the Health Amendments Act of
1956. The resolution provides for an
open rule and 1 hour of general debate.

The bill provides five programs de=
signed to increase the supply of health
personnel and health facilities, and to
improve the methods by which certain
health services are furnished.

Title I is intended to stimulate the
training of more public health specialists
by establishing a 3-year Federal pro-
gram providing graduate traineeships
for physicians, engineers, nurses, and
other professional health personnel.
The cost of this program is estimated
at $1 million during the first year and
double that amount during the second
and third years.

Title II establishes a 3-year Federal
program providing advanced training to
professional nurses. The Federal grants
would be awarded to the training insti-
tutions who would select the individuals
to receive the traineeship awards. The
estimated cost during the first year is
approximately $2 million and it is ex-
pected the cost in the second and third
years would increase.

Title III establishes a 5-year program
of Federal matching grants to States for
expanding and improving vocational ed-
ucational training programs for practical
nurses. For the first 2 years of the pro-
gram the matching provisions would
require at least 1 State dollar for every
3 Federal-grant dollars, and for the re-
maining 3 years dollar-for-doliar match-
ing would be required. An appropriation
of $5 million annually would be author-
ized for this program.
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Title IV of the bill will extend for 2
additional years the Hospital Survey
and Construction Act, as amended, which
would otherwise expire on June 30, 1957.
This act authorizes an annual appro=-
priation of $150 million for the construc-
tion of public and other nonprivate hos-
pitals. An amendment to the act in 1953
authorized an additional appropriation
of $60 million for construction of diag-
nostic centers, chronic disease centers,
rehabilitation facilities, and nursing
homes.

Title V authorizes the Surgeon General
to make special project grants for the
support of investigations, experiments,
and demonstrations in the field of mental
health with special emphasis placed on
projects designed to improve the opera-
_ tion and administration of State insti-
tutions for the care and treatment of
the mentally ill. In the 1957 budget pro-
vision is made for the submission of a
budget request of $1,500,000 for special
mental health project needs. This re-
quest is contingent upon the enactment
of title V of this bill.

The committee report complies with
the Ramseyer rule and I urge the adop-
tion of House Resolution 580.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker,
House Resolution 580 makes in order a
bill which appears to be very worthwhile.
There is no objection on this side to the
enactment of the rule. The bill should
certainly be considered and passed.

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman will state it.
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Can a

Member be recognized on the bill itself
for an amendment?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. When
the bill is taken up for consideration;

yes.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I want-
ed to be sure that I got in in time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman will undoubtedly be recog-
nized.

RIVERS AND HARBORS AND FLOOD
CONTROL CONSTRUCTION

Mr. MADDEN, from the Committee on
Rules, reported the following privileged
resolution (H. Res. 585 Rept. No. 2656),
which was referred to the House Calen-
dar and ordered to be printed:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill
(H. R. 12080) authorizing the construction,
repair, and preservation of certain public
works on rivers and harbors for navigation,
flood control, and for other purposes. After
general debate, which shall be confined to
the bill, and shall continue not to exceed
2 hours, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Public Works, the
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bill shall be read for amendment under the
5-minute rule. At the conclusion of the
consideration of the bill for amendment,
the Committee shall rise and report the bill
to the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF DENTAL
RESEARCH

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up
House Resolution 579 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (S. 3246)
to increase the amount authorized for the
erection and equipment of suitable and ade-
quate buildings and facilities for the use of
the National Institute of Dental Research.
After general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill, and shall continue not to ex-
ceed hour , to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the 5-minute
rule. At the conclusion of the consideration
of the bill for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and the previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MADDEN: Page

1, line 9, preceding the word “hour”, insert
the figure “1.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Indiana is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. MADDEN, Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Ore-
gon [Mr. ELLsworTH], and yield myself
such time as I may use.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Indiana is recognized.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 579 makes in order the
consideration of S. 3246, to increase the
amount authorized for the National In-
stitute of Dental Research. The resolu-
tion provides for an open rule and 1
hour of general debate on the bill.

S. 3246 as passed by the Senate, pro-
vided that section 5 of the National
Dental Research Act of 1948 be amended
to read $5 million instead of $2 million.
The House Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee reported this measure
with an amendment making the amount
authorized $4 million.

The amount is authorized for the erec-
tion and equipment of buildings and
facilities for the National Institute of
Dental Research at the National Insti-
tutes of Health at Bethesda. The pro-
gram for the expansion of dental-re-
search facilities was authorized in 1948
and plans for the buildings were drawn,
Construction was postponed due to the
Korean conflict. Since that time build-
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ing costs have increased considerably
and it is believed by the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce that
additional funds will be required to make
possible the construction of the planned
buildings and facilities.

The committee report complies with
the Ramseyer rule, and I urge the adop-
tion of the resolution so consideration

-may be given this bill.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, this
resolution makes in order legislation hav-
ing to do with the National Institute of
Dental Research. We have no objection
to the adoption of thc resolution on this
side.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.
The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT,
NEVADA AND CALIFORNIA

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 581 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H. R.
10643) to authorize the Secretary of the In=-
terior to construct, operate, and maintain
the Washoe reclamation project, Nevada and
California. After general debate, which shall
be confined to the bill, and shall continue not
to exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes of my time to the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. ELLswoRrTH], and at
this time I yield myself such time as I
desire.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 581
makes in order the consideration of H. R.
10643, to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to construct, operate and main-
tain the Washoe project in Nevada and
California. Enactment of this legisla-
tion will also permit the construction of
flood control works in the Truckee Val-
ley which were authorized in the Flood
Control Act of 1954, with construction
contingent upon authorization of the
‘Washoe project.

The resolution provides for an open
rule and 1 hour debate on the bill.

This multiple-purpose project on the
eastern slope of the Sierra Nevada will
provide irrigation, power, flood control,
public health, recreation and fish and
wildlife benefits through regulation of
the stream flow and storage of snowmelt
flood waters on the East Carson and
Little Truckee Rivers and drainage of
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surplus ground waters in some areas of
the basins.

The legislation contains certain other
provisions. The States of Nevada and
California are negotiating a compact
with respect to the waters of the Truckee
and Carson Rivers, both involved in the
development of the Washoe project.
Language in the bill assures that the fu-
ture water needs in the Little Truckee
River watershed in California will be
met, and additional language provides
that when the compact is completed the
operation of the Washoe project will be
in conformance with the compact.

The total cost of the project is $43,-
558,000. Seventeen million, one hundred
and eight thousand dollars will be al-
located to irrigation and drainage and,
up to the ability of the users to repay,
and after suitable development periods
for various project lands, the repayment
would be made under 50-year repayment
contracts and would total $8,180,000 over
the period. The power investment of
$18,209,000 would be repaid in 50 years,
with interest. Net power revenues ac-
cruing after payment of the power in-
vestment with interest would repay that
part of the irrigation and drainage al-
location beyond the repayment ability
of the water users. The allocation of
$6,141,000 for flood control, $100,000 for
recreation and $2 million for the de-
velopment of fish and wildlife resources
would be nonreimbursable.

I urge the adoption of House Resolu-
tion 581 so that the House may proceed
to the consideration of H. R. 10643.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
know of no opposition to the rule on
this side.

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro . tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PRODUCTION OF TUNGSTEN, ASBES-
TOS, FLUORSPAR, AND COLUM-
BIUM-TANTALUM IN THE UNITED
STATES
Mr. TRIMBLE, from the Committee on

Rules, reported the following privileged

resolution (H. Res. 586, Rept. No. 2657),

which was referred to the House Cal-

endar and ordered to be printed:
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this

resolution it shall be in order to move that

the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (S.
3982) to provide for the maintenance of
production of tungsten, asbestos, fluorspar,
and columbium-tantalum in the TUnited
States, its Territories, and possessions, and
for other purposes. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill, and shall
continue not to exceed 1 hour, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the 5-minute
rule. It shall be in order to consider with-
out the intervention of any point of order
the substitute amendment recommended by
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs now in the bill, and such substitute
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for the purpose of amendment shall be con=
sidered under the 5-minute rule as an origi-
nal bill. At the conclusion of such con=-
sideration the Committee shall rise and re=-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted, and any
Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any of the amendments adopt=
ed in the Committee of the Whole to the
bill or committee substitute. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without
instructions.

AUTHORIZING LOAN OF NAVAL
VESSELS TO FOREIGN GOVERN=-
MENTS

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 582 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution,
follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.
R. 11613) to authorize the loan of naval
vessels to the Governments of the Federal
Republic of Germany, Greece, Portugal,
Spain, and friendly far eastern nations, and
for other purposes. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill, and shall
continue not to exceed 1 hour, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Armed Services, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted,
and the previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit.

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes of my time to the gentle-
man from Oregon [Mr. ELLSWORTH], and
at this time yield myself such time as I
may use.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes in
order the consideration of the bill, H. R.
11613.

The purpose of the bill is to authorize
the President to lend 2 destroyers and 2
destroyer escorts to the Government of
the Federal Republic of Germany, 2 sub-
marines to the Government of Greece,
2 destroyer escorts to the Government
of Portugal, and 2 destroyers to the Gov=
ernment of Spain for a period of 5 years,
and at his discretion for an additional
period of not to exceed 5 years. The
bill further would extend the authority
of the current law whereby the Presi-
dent, until December 31, 1956, is author-
ized to lend not to exceed 25 naval ves-
sels not larger than destroyers to friend-
ly far eastern nations, by providing a
2-year extension until December 31,
1958, and by increasing the number of
such vessels to 50.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may use.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 582
makes in order the bill, H. R. 11613. Ac-
cording to the testimony given in the
Rules Committee this is necessary in the
interest of our national security. There

as
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is no objection to adoption of the rule
on this side.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Iyield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. How many vessels are
involved in this?

Mr. ELLSWORTH. The resolution
pending does not state. I cannot answer
the gentleman’s question.

The bill reads:

To authorize the loan of naval vessels to
the Governments of the Federal Republic of
Germany, Greece, Portugal, Spain, and
friendly far eastern nations.

Mr. GROSS. Are these modern ves-
sels? Does the gentleman have any idea
what they are, whether they come out of
the mothball fleet or what they are?

Mr. ELLSWORTH. I am unable to
answer the gentleman’s question. The
matter before the House is whether or
not the House will agree to the rule which
will make in order consideration of the
bill which the gentleman is asking
about. During general debate on that
bill I am sure the legislative committee
responsible for bringing it to the floor
of the House will be glad to answer
fully the questions of the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr,
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ELLSWORTH. I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. As I
read the bill it says that the President
may lend 2 destroyers and 2 destroyer
escorts to the Government of the Federal
Republic of Germany, 2 submarines to
the Government of Greece, 2 destroyer
escorts to the Government of Portugal
and 2 destroyers to the Government of
Spain, for a period of not more than 5
years. Then there is a provision that
he can extend that for an additional
period of not more than 5 years. I think
the gentleman from Iowa is interested in
the fact that all expenses involved shall
be charged to funds programed for the
recipient governments under the Mutual
Security Act. I know the gentleman is
interested in knowing who provides funds
under the Mutual Security Act. I think
Iowa contributes quite a share.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. I thank the gen-
tleman for the information he has given
the House.

I yield back the balance of my time,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan.
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen=-
tleman will state it.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The
House is adopting resolutions from the
Committee on Rules, as I understand it,
to make the considertion of these bills in
order. When will the bill be called up?

Mr.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Some of
them may be called up this afternoon, the
Chair will advise the gentleman.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Well, if
they are to be called up this afternoon,
let me say this. I already notice there is
$2 million on one, $20 million on another,
10 or more vessels loaned for a period
of 10 years, I will have to make a point
of no quorum if they are called up to-
day. I am trying to establish a record
for economy.

Mr. COLMER. Would the gentleman
from Michigan withhold that until we
could dispose of the rules?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Sure.
Mr. Speaker, my only point was that
when the bills are taken up, I thought
the Members ought to be here. They
will have finished their office work and
their committee work by that time, I am
sure.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands the gentleman from
Michigan,

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION ACT AND THE CIVIL
FUNCTIONS APPROPRIATION ACT

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I call up
House Resolution 526 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of
this resolution it shall be in order to move
that the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R.
7992) to enact certain provisions now includ-
ed in the Department of Defense Appropria-
tion Act and the Civil Functions Appropria-
tion Act, and for other purposes. After gen=-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the
bill, and shall continue not to exceed 1 hour,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Armed Services, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit.

" Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Ore-
gon [Mr. ELLSWORTH], and pending that,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 526
makes in order the consideration of
H. R. 7992, the so-called point of order
bill. The resolution provides for an open
rule and 1 hour of general debate.

The purpose of this bill, as amended,
is to enact into permanent law numer-
ous legislative provisions which have
heretofore appeared in appropriation
acts. Enactment of this bill will sup-
ply legislative authorization and will
preclude the raising of points of order
with respect thereto in the consideration
of annual appropriation acts.

The proposed bill, as amended, con-
tains 33 sections, most of which involve
relatively minor matters. It also amends
in minor respects some existing law au-
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thorizing the expenditure of funds for
certain purposes and repeals certain stat-
utory authorization heretofore appli-
capble only to the Navy Department,
thus providing a uniform authorization
for all the military departments for such
expenditures.

Section 27 repeals section 638 of the
Defense Appropriation Act of 1956,
which required the Department of De-
fense to submit to the Appropriations
Committees of the House and Senate for
their approval the proposed transfer to
private industry of operations performed
by civilian personnel of the Department
of Defense for 3 or more years and which
involved more than 10 employees. The
committee adopted an amendment
which gives to the Congress the full au-
thority to pass upon each proposed trans-
fer within reasonable limitations.

Section 10 authorizes the training in
law at civilian universities of a maxi-
mum of 135 officers of the regular com-
ponents of the Armed Forces within
any 3-year period. Existing restrictions
in the Defense Appropriation Act of 1956
and the 1957 act precludes such train-
ing.

These two sections are the only sec-
tions which present any departure from
the authorizing language contained in
previous appropriation bills.

The committee report complies with
the Ramseyer rule, and I urge the adopt-
tion of House Resolution 526.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker,
there is no objection to the passage of
this rule on this side. Therefore, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

AMENDING INTERSTATE COMMERCE
ACT TO REGULATE USE BY MOTOR
CARRIERS OF MOTOR VEHICLES
NOT OWNED BY THEM

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I call up
House Resolution 578 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill
(S. 898) to amend the Interstate Commerce
Act, with respect to the authority of the
Interstate Commerce Commission to regu-
late the use by motor carriers (under leases,
contracts, or other arrangements) of motor
vehicles not owned by them, in the furnish-
ing of transportation of property. After gen-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the
bill, and shall continue not to exceed 1 hour,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, the bill shall be read for amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule. At the con-
clusion of the consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.
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Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Ore-
gon [Mr. ELLswWORTH], and at this time I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 578
makes in order the consideration of S.
898, which would amend that section of
the Interstate Commerce Act having to
do with the use by motor carriers of mo-
tor vehicles not owned by them. The
Resolution provides for an open rule with
1 hour of debate.

Under proposed regulations of the In-
terstate Commerce Commission, the ef-
fective date for which has been post-
poned from time to time, motor carriers
who lease motor vehicles that they do
not own, must lease such vehicles for at
least 30 days’ duration. The Commis-
sion has stated that this rule was neces-
sary to maintain effective control over
the operational safety, carrier responsi-
bility and the economics of the motor-
carrier industry.

The 30-day lease requirement is the
provision to which strong objection has
been made, for it is contended generally,
that it would for all praetical purposes
abolish ‘“trip-leasing,” the term given
to the leasing of a motor vehicle, with
driver, for a single one-way haul or a
round trip. Currently the ICC has
granted exemption from the 30-day min-
imum leasing rules to agricultural haul-
ers. However, it is believed that the ex-
emptions should be provided for by
statue so that the ICC could not at a
later date cancel such exemptions.

If trip-leasing were abolished, truck
haulers of agricultural commodities, live-
stock, fish, and other perishable prod-
ucts, who now obtain return hauls by
leasing their trucks to authorized motor
carriers would no longer be able to do so,
but would have to return empty. Hence
such haulers would have to charge more
for hauling those products, thus increas-
ing the cost of marketing and the spread
between farm and consumer prices.

S. 898 provides that section 204 of the
Interstate Commerce Act be amended so
that the 30-day minimum leasing rule
would not apply to motor vehicles used
in the transportation of agricultural and
other perishable commodities.

The committee report complies with
the Ramsayer rule. -

I urge the adoption of House Resolu-
tion 578 so that the House may proceed
to the consideration of S. 828.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker,
there is no objection to the adoption of
this rule on this side. Therefore, I yield

.back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.
The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

The

MARKETING FACILITIES FOR HAN-
DLING PERISHABLE AGRICUL-
TURAL COMMODITIES

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I call up House Resolution 556, and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that



1956

the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R.
4054) to encourage the improvement and
development of marketing facilities for han-
dling perishable agricultural commodities.
After general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill, and shall continue not to exceed
1 hour, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem=
ber of the Committee on Agriculture, the
bill shall be read for amendment under the
5-minute rule. At the conclusion of the
consideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques=-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except one
motion to recommit.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. ErLLsworTH], and at this
time I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, this rule makes in order
the bill H. R. 4054. That bill is one that
has been before the House several times.
In fact, it passed the House once. Sub-
stantially, it provides for the guaranty
or insurance of loans for the construc-
tion of marketing facilities in metropoli-
tan areas. The reason advanced for it
is that in many large cities the market-
ing facilities are very inadeqaute and
obsolete. In many cases they are far
removed from the railroad. They are
in rundown condition. Goods that are
shipped in, such as perishables, for con-
sumption in the markets of large cities
are so far removed from other means of
transportation that it becomes very ex-
pensive to take them off the railroad and
put them on trucks and carry them to
these marketing facilities and unload
them there.

There has been no opposition to the
bill in the Committee on Rules. -It does
not provide for the expenditure of any
funds but it does provide for the insur-
ance of these marketing facilities to the
extent of 85 percent. It is somewhat
similar to the various and sundry hous-
ing provisions.

I know of no objection to the rule.
There will probably be some to the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, the
bill this resolution would make in order,
H. R. 4054, appears to be one of those
measures coming frequently before Con-
gress which would require a considerable
amount of discussion and understanding
on the floor. Speaking for myself alone,
after having heard the testimony given
by the committee before the Rules Com-
mittee, I find myself having some doubts
as to the wisdom of the bill. However,
I was glad to vote in the Rules Com-
mittee for a rule to bring the bill to the
floor. Therefore, I am urging the adop-
tion of this resolution, because this bill,
rather more than most of the others we
have had under discussion today, de-
serves full and free debate on the floor.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on the reso-
lution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.
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PROCEDURE IN THE HOUSE

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, may I inquire as to the proce-
dure? It is proposed now that the
House adjourn?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. We have
special orders yet to be heard.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. But no
legislation?
The SPEAKER pro tempore. If the

gentleman objects, there will be no legis-
lation.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I cer=-
tainly will make a point of order on some
of these hills.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the circumstances, the Chair will pro-
ceed with the recognition of Members
under special orders.

THE JERSEY FARMER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. Hanpl is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, although
New Jersey is widely known as the Gar-
den State, its preeminent position in
agriculture is sometimes lost sight of be-
cause most people are familiar with its
concentrated metropolitan area in which
are located thousands of modern fac-
tories, which make our small State the
sixth greatest industrial producer in the
Union.

FIRST IN ACRE CASH

The interesting fact remains that my
State continues to rank No. 1 in cash
receipts per acre, which has now reached
the phenomenal figure of $195 per acre
of agricultural land. Curiously, the
next highest producers per acre are the
like industrial northeastern States of
Connecticut, Rhode Island, Delaware,
and Massachusetts. The justly famous
States of our Farm Belt in the Middle
West are not even close competitors on a
cash acreage basis.

What is perhaps even more unusual,
New Jersey is fourth ranking State in
cash receipts per farm. Although our
average farm is only 70 acres in size, our
cash receipts per farm are $13,542. We
are only significantly exceeded by the
State of California with an average acre-
age of 250, and the leader, Arizona, but
the average farm acreage there is 4,000
acres compared to our 70.

New Jersey, the third smallest State in
the Union in geographical area, produced
more than $366 million of agricultural
products in the year 1955.

Our leading farm products are eggs,
milk, vegetables, and poultry, but by far
the greatest crop is eggs, of which we
produce $121 million worth, a very sub-
stantial part of which is produced in my
congressional district.

WE ARE FARMERS, TOO

All of this is by way of preface to in-
dicate that this great agricultural pro-
ducer is seriously neglected in our na-
tional legislation, which is concentrated
for the benefit of the West and South.
The first farm bill, which happily the
President vetoed, would have adversely
affected our leading crops of eggs, poul-
try, and milk, and was of no help what-
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ever to vegetables. 'The second bill, while
less harmful to a degree, still has the net
effiect of damaging agriculture in New
Jersey. The concentration on artificially
maintaining prices for grain crops sim-
ply causes the egg industry, for example,
to pay more for what it needs than it
would have to pay in a free market,
while at the same time the price of eggs
is not supported. The soil-bank plan
which is, no doubt, of benefit to agri-
culture elsewhere, has an insignificant
effect in New Jersey, except for some of
our corn producers.

Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, the aver-
age New Jersey farmer is going to work
out his own salvation as best he can, but
he hopes that some time in the future,
the national farm policy will not be com=-
pletely concentrated on wheat, corn, cot-
ton, and tobacco—the so-called basic
crops—which even include tung nuts and
honey. It is hard for them to appreciate
that tung nuts are basic to the national
welfare while eggs are not.

THE APPROPRIATION BILL

This years’ appropriation bill for the
Department of Agriculture, however, is
of interest and benefit to New Jersey as
well as to the rest of the Nation. Our
farmers are pleased with the committee.
report on soil conservation, which is as
follows:

SOIL CONSERVATION

The committee has resisted efforts for the
past 8 years to curtail the soil-conservation
programs of the Department. Each year it
has restored budget cuts in these activities.

In this bill, the committee has exceeded
the budget for the Soil Conservation Service
by $5 million, to assure adequate technical
assistance to an increasing number of soil=-
conservation districts, and to accelerate the
watershed protection and flood-prevention
programs of the Department. Further, it
has again included $250 million in the bill
for the advance agricultural conservation
program announcement for next year.

This action appears to be particularly ap=-
propriate in view of the need for increased
attention to diverted acres and soil reserves.
It is entirely consistent with the actions
of the Congress and the administration in
adopting the soil-bank plan, which had its
genesis with certain members of this com-
mittee in January 1954. The organizations
now operating the soil-conservation pro-
grams of the Department should be given
adequate financial support in this bill to
carry out any new programs of this type
which might be undertaken. The committee
feels that the amounts it has recommended
for the next fiscal year will help these agen-
cies to meet this additional responsibility.

The Soil Conservation Service assists soil
conservation districts and other cooperators
in bringing about physical adjustments in
land use that will conserve soil and water
resources, provide economic production on
a sustained basis, and reduce damages from
floods and sedimentation. The Service also
develops and carries out special drainage,
irrigation, flood prevention, and watershed
protection programs in cooperation with soil
conservation districts, watershed groups,
and other Federal and State agencies hav-
ing related responsibility. It is expected
that the new soil-bank legislation will in-
crease the work of this agency in these
fields.

Conservation operations: The committee
recommends an appropriation of $67,500,000
for 1957, an increase of $4,5657,256 over the
1956 appropriation and an increase of $2,-
285,000 in the budget estimate.
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ANIMAL DISEASE"

We are likewise glad to see $22 million
appropriated for plant and animal dis-
eases and pest control, and over $2 mil-
lion to control the gypsy moth, which is
potentially a serious threat to our agri-
culture.

For fiscal year 1957, the sum of $3,-
500,000 was recommended for continu-
ing the study of diseases of animals and
poultry, a substantial increase over the
amount allowed in 1956. The proposal
to construct an animal and poultry lab-
oratory at a cost of some $10 million is
encouraging.

PRICE SPREAD

Two problems stand out in my mind,
which are not receiving the attention
they deserve. One is the very large
spread between what the farmer receives
for his product and what the consumer
pays for such products. Last year, and
again this year, the Congress has ap-
propriated funds for a study of this
question, which study is continuing in
the Department of Agriculture. This
spread is serious economically and also
psychologically. By the time food gets
from the farm to the ultimate consumer,
having passed through wholesalers, bro-
kers, retailers, delivery people, and usual-
ly very fancy packaging, the price the
consumer pays bears no relationship to
the original price of the product, which
means first, that the farmer is not get-
ting anywhere near his fair share of the
cost of food, and which also means that
the consumer tends to blame high food
prices on the farmer, when in fact the
blame belongs elsewhere.

CROP INSURANCE

The second problem is crop insurance.
As to this, the committee says in part:

The Federal Crop Insurance Corporation
is a wholly owned Government corporation
created in 1938. Crop insurance offered to
agricultural producers by the Corporation
provides protection from losses caused by
unavoidable natural hazards, such as insect
and wildlife damage, plant diseases, fire,
drought, flood, wind, and other weather con-
ditions. It does not indemnify producers
for losses resulting from negligence or failure
to observe good farming practices.

In the light of recent experience in certain
areas of the country, the committee believes
that the crop-insurance program should be
tried on an experimental basis on peaches
and other fruit crops. The committee di-
rects that within the funds provided in the
bill for 1957 such an experimental program
be initiated.

However, the amount appropriated for
this activity is $6,210,000 which indicates,
obviously, that this insurance program is
on an extremely limited basis.

Just as I favor Federal participation
in insurance programs indemnifying our
coastal and other areas against the dev-
astating effect of hurricanes and storms,
so I favor the extension of crop insurance
on a premium basis to protect the farmer
against natural hazards, which he can-
not prevent and which are sometimes
catastrophic. The problems to an ex-
tent are intermingled. In our last severe
hurricane, for example, the publicity
mostly dealt with coastal areas, but
enormous damage was done to the fruit
orchards and the poultry houses in the
inland sections of my district.
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Broadly speaking, Mr. Speaker, at
least these things are needed, amongst
others, for New Jersey agriculture:

First. Less concentration on the so-
called basic crops, and more attention to
the vital food stuffs which are grown in
the Northeast;

Second. Less spread between the price
the farmer gets and what the consumer
pays; and

Third. A greatly improved and ex-
panded crop-insurance program.

THE MANIFESTO AND THE
SUPREME COURT

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, these are
trying times in this great country of
ours. We see on every hand agencies
and arms of the Federal Government
reaching out their octopuslike tentacles
grasping and taking from the people
rights and privileges that were delegated
to our people by the Founding Fathers
of this great country of ours in the Con-
stitution. We see an arrogant Supreme
Court attempting to change the habits,
customs, traditions, and mores of our
people. This Court has arrogated unto
itself powers never given it by the Con-
stitution in an attempt by judicial de-
cree to compel the people of this coun-
try to accept the sociological and politi-
cal philosophy of the individual mem-
bers of the Court. This Court has
usurped authority and is attempting to
wreck the sovereignty of our individual
States.

The fateful and horrible decision ren-
dered by the Supreme Court of the
United States of America on May 17,
1954, declaring segregation in the public
schools of America unconstitutional is
just one of the many decisions by the
Court attempting to change our way of
life.

The problem created by this illegal and
unfounded decision based on the political
philosophy and theory of the Supreme
Court Justices has done more to disrupt
and damage race relations in the South
than we realized at the time of the de-
cision. It is heartening, however, to see
that gradually there is an awakening on
the part of a large part of the American
people, particularly the editors, to the
awareness of our problem in the South
and the necessity for combating, over-
riding and changing the dreadful de-
cision referred to heretofore. It was not
based on law and legal precedent.

The people of this country are for-
tunate indeed to have at this time as a
Member of the House of Representatives
from the great State of Georgia, the
Honorable E. L. FORRESTER. Representa-
tive FORRESTER is one of the most able
Members of the Congress. He is an out-
standing attorney of national repute, a
man of high integrity and entirely fear-
less. I am proud to call him my friend
and count it a privilege to serve in the
House of Representatives with him.
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Representative FORRESTER has written an
article explaining in detail the manifesto
submitted by 101 Members of the Con-
gress expressing their views on the Su-
preme Court decision referred to herein-
before.

In an endeavor to acquaint the people
of this country with what is happening
to them as a result of the recent decisions
of the Supreme Court of the United
States, I include with my remarks the ar-
ticle by Representative E. L. FORRESTER
entitled “The Manifesto and the Supreme
Court,” which appeared in the July 1956
issue of Facts Forum, which is as fol-

OWS:

THE MANIFESTO AND THE SUPREME COURT

(By Representative E. L. FORRESTER, Demo=-
crat, of Georgia)

On March 12, 1956, there was submitted to
the Senate and the House of Representatives
a declaration of constitutional principles
signed by 19 Senators and 82 Representatives,
which is now commonly referred to as ‘“The
Southern Manifesto.” The word “manifesto”
is perhaps not fully understood by everyone,
and consequently some confusion has arisen
as to its meaning. However, the word “mani-
festo” simply means a group declaration of
principles.

That so-called manifesto was a declaration
of our constitutional rights. I sincerely wish
that every citizen had a copy of it. It is an
immortal document, and as sure as the sun
shines it will take its place as one of the
greatest classics, and future generations from
all sections of this country will be glad that
someone spoke out for their fundamental
and constitutional rights. I did not have the
privilege of assisting in the preparation of
that instrument, but I did have the privilege
of signing my name thereto, and thereby
telling posterity that I endorsed every word
in it. That declaration was by Senators and
Representatives from the section of our
country that, more than any other section,
wrote and gave us our Constitution.

Thomas Jefferson, George Mason, George
Washington and the other framers of that
Constitution suffered at the hands of a
Government possessing centralized and com-
plete power. Those men understood the
tyranny that naturally and always follows
all-inclusive power. The nresent genera-
tion, the beneficiaries of the work of those
great men, has not had the experiences con-
cerning the intoxicating qualities of unlim-
ited power in the hands of human agents en-
trusted therewith. They have not personally
experienced the fact that history indis-
putably proves, that human beings have al-
ways become tyrannical when all power is
placed in their hands.

Framers of the Constitution labored for
months; they strove to form a Union, giving
that Union only the necessary powers to
operate successfully, reserving to the States
and our people all the rights not delegated to
the Federal Government. Fear of tyranny,
fear of unlimited power and fear of the loss
of liberty were the influences operating in
the minds of those great men. Those men
were determined to preserve the rights won
by patriots who risked conviction for treason
to obtain those rights. Everyone should see
that original document, and take note of the
fact that they diligently sought to use the
right words. The deletions, erasures, and
substitutions of language completely illus-
trate that they intended our Constitution
to be the judicial skeleton of our laws and
the foundation of our Government.

They did not intend for these foundations
to be wiped out because of clamor, hysteria,
treaty law, or by judicial decree. On the
other hand, they did anticipate that the
future and changed conditions might make
some changes and additions necessary.
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They intentionally provided in our Con-
stitution the machinery therefor. They did
not intend to make these changes or addi-
tions impossible, but they certainly did not
intend to make these changes or additions
so easy that they could be accomplished
without the knowledge of the people, and
without the people having the opportunity
to reflect thereon and to work their will.
Inasmuch as our Constitution has been
amended 22 times, the argument of some
that amending imposes impossible require-
ments falls to the ground. Likewise, the
position that our Supreme Court has taken
to the effect that our Constitution must be
interpreted in the light of the times or on
changed conditions or that the Court has
learned more about sociology since our Con=-
‘stitution and amendments thereto were
adopted, becomes a usurpation of power
which belongs—and, despite any United
States Supreme Court decision, will always
belong—to the people.

Decisions usurping these powers can be
found in the words of Justice Frankfurter
in Wolf v. Colorado (338 U. 8. 2527), and in
the article of Justice Douglas on stare de-
cisis, and in U. 8. v. Classic (313 U. 8. 316,
319) and in the five cases known as the school
cases, decided in May 1954 and reported in
Three Hundred Forty-seventh United States
Reports. Regarding the school cases re-
ferred to, the Supreme Court said, in ap-
proaching the questions presented to the
Court: “In approaching this problem we can-
not turn the clock back to 1868 when the
amendment was adopted, or even to 1896
when Plessy v. Ferguson was written. We
must consider public education in the light
of its full development and its present place
in American life throughout the Nation.
Only in this way can it be determined if
segregation in public schools deprives these
plaintiffs of the equal protection of the law.”
What that court was actually saying was
that it would not construe the 14th amend-
ment, the basis of these decisions, according
to the intentions of the lawmakers when
that amendment was adopted in the Con-
gress and that they would not construe the
questions according to the intentions of the
people who ratified that amendment. They
were, in effect, saying that we will interpret
the Constitution as it appears to us to be
in harmony with our belief today, and if our
beliefs change tomorrow, or a few days from
now, we will again interpret that constitu-
tional amendment as we wish it to be. In
other words, we will make the Constitution
a chameleon, changing its color according to
our moods and fancies, and as we please.

I wonder what the architects of our Con-
stitution would think. I ask the American
people, what would Mr. Jefferson, Mr. Mason,
President Washington and those other great
men have said if some dreamer should have
said to them while they were laboring over
the creation of this instrument, “You need
not be so careful in selecting the proper lan-
guage for this instrument, for it will mean
one thing today and another thing tomor-
row.” Everyone knows that wunder that
hypothesis there would have been no Con-
stitution.

If our Supreme Court has the right to
change the meaning of our organic law
whenever it sees fit, or to deviate in the
slightest from the meaning and intent of
our people who ratified that document then
actually we have nmever had a Constitution.
Further, it also means that what we under-
stood were the bulwarks of our way of life
have become an ambush o law-abiding citi-
zens who planned their businesses upon the
decisions of that Court yesterday. It is sur=
prising and doubtless shocking, but the Su-
preme Court of the United States has de-
clared that there is no restraint placed upon
it that is mot self-imposed. Under these
declarations just quoted the Supreme Court
is endowed with the powers of a dictatorship.
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Irrespective of what the Supreme Court says,
there are restraints placed upon it. The
framers of our Constitution saw to it that
there were checks and balances. The Con-
stitution itself is a restraint. Further, our
Constitution provides that the jurisdiction
of the Supreme Court on all constitutional
questions shall be subject to such exceptions
and regulations as Congress might make.

RESTRAINTS KNOWN

Restraints upon the Supreme Court are well
known to many who would like to remove
those restraints. S. 44, introduced in the 83d
Congress, completely proves that these re-
straints were known to be in existence. S.44
provided that the Supreme Court would have
appellate jurisdiction on all constitutional
questions, leaving out the present constitu-
tional provision that Congress would have
the right to make exceptions and regula-
tions. Had S. 44 passed and been adopted,
the Congress of the United States would have
surrendered the power to make exceptions
and regulations, and would have deprived the
people from upsetting any of the erroneous
decisions (and there are many) rendered by
the United States Supreme Court, and no
agency of the Government would have any
power whatever save the Supreme Court, and
the Supreme Court would have been com-
pletely free to interpret the Constitution
belonging to 165 million Americans, without
any lawful restraint. I will always be
humbly grateful for the privilege that was
mine to lead the fight in the House Com-
mittee on Judiciary and Kkill S. 44. I feel
certain that the rank and file of our people do
not know that there was ever a bill like S. 44,
which by its terms would have deprived the
people of any power whatsoever regarding
the Supreme Court.

Some have said the southern Senators and
Representatives had mo right to issue that
declaration of principles concerning the
Supreme Court. Some have said that we
took an ocath to support the Supreme Court.
I am astonished over such statements. We
never took an oath to support the Supreme
Court. We did take an oath to support the
Constitution of the United States, and that
oath carries with it the duty to criticize any
branch of this Government that has violated
the Constitution. That oath also carries the
duty to do everything possible to preserve
the Constitution. The arguments are ridicu-
lous. Our history abounds in criticisms to-
ward the Supreme Court.

President Jackson criticized the Supreme
Court severely. Indeed, one of the con-
tributing causes of the War Between the
States was the refusal to accept the Supreme
Court decision in the Dred Scott case. See
Beveridge’s Abraham Lincoln, volume IV,
pages 157-158, stating that in 1858 the Re-
publican leaders in the Senate accused the
Supreme Court of being engaged in a scheme
to spread slavery over the country. Accord-
ing to that book, the Republican Party
joined that criticism in unity. Page 157 of
that volume says that Senator Trumbull
described the Dred Scott decision as the
“odious and infamous opinion of a slave-
driving Court,” and that Court must be
“wholly and totally revolutionized.” See
Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln Works, volume I,
page 229, where Mr. Lincoln chided Judge
Douglas for saying that no criticism or re-
sistance should be made against a Supreme
Court decision. Mr. Lincoln reminded Judge
Douglas that he had applauded criticisms of
that Court in the past and remarked, “It
‘would be interesting for him to look over
his recent speech and see how exactly his
fierce philippics against us for resisting Su-
preme Court decisions fall upon his own
head.” Everyone remembers the harsh and
continued criticisms of the Supreme Court
by President Franklin Roosevelt. President

Roosevelt referred to that Court as nine old.

and tired men, and endeavored to get rid of
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those Justices in every conceivable way. If
we have lost the right to criticize the Su-
preme Court, Congress, or the President of
the United States, then one of our greatest
protections of constitutional government
has been lost.

It was the combination of the school cases
decisions and many other decisions that
inspired a declaration of principles. For the
last 20 years the Court has shown little re-
spect for the rule of stare decisis, although
that rule is hoary with age and indispensable
as a rule of law. Stare decisis simply means
“to stand by decided cases; to uphold prece-
dent; to maintain former adjudications.”
The doctrine rests upon the sound principle
that law by which men are governed should
be fixed, definite, and known, and that when
the law is declared by a court authorized to
do so, such declarations, in the absence of
palpable error, be accepted by the public
as the law until changed by the legislative
branch of the Government. The Supreme
Court has made many decisions holding that
stare decisis is peculiarly applicable to con=-
stitutional questions, but unfortunately it
has also many times ruled that stare decisis
is not applicable to constitutional questions.
I think the public will agree that the rule
of stare decisis should apply with more force
to constitutional questions than perhaps any
other legal question.

PRESIDENT MADE AGREEMENT

Another case that we do not like is U. §. v.
Pink (315 U. S. 203). In that case moneys
in a bank in New York were taken charge
of by the courts of New York and that court
was proceeding by well-settled law to admin-
ister those assets in a legal way. The Presi=
dent of the United States made an agree=
ment with Soviet Representative Litvinov
regarding those moneys, and though this
agreement was made only by the President
and was never submitted to the Senate for
approval, the Supreme Court held that the
President’s agreement, like a treaty, super-
seded our Constitution and the laws of New
York, thus saying that with one stroke of a
pen the President could annihilate our Con-
stitution and State laws.

In the case of Missouri v. Holland (252
U. S. 416), the Supreme Court held that
a treaty made with Great Britain made
a law which had therefore been held un-
constitutional completely valid, by ruling
that this treaty was superior to our Con-
stitution. Those rulings are not law, and
have never been the law, and we reserve the
right to criticize them. Thomas Jefferson
said: “If the treaty power is unlimited, we
have no Constitution.” As a result of such
decisions, the report of President Truman'’s
Committee on Civil Rights in 1947 proudly
pointed out that while our Constitution did
not convey delegated powers to protect civil
rights, that this could be overridden by
means of treaties, and that the doctrine re-
garding treaty law had obvious importance
in the field of civil rights legislation. That
report said further that the Human Rights
Commission of the United Nations was work-
ing on an international bill of rights, and
if that was accepted by the United States,
a strong basis for congressional action under
the treaty power may be established. It is
amazing to realize that for 120 golden years
our Supreme Court held that our Constitu-
tion was supreme and that a treaty could
not override its provisions; see New Orleans
v. United States (10 Pet. 662, decided in
1838).

In Shelly v. Kramer (334 U. S. 1), the
United States Supreme Court held that re-
strictive racial covenants in deeds were un-
enforceable, although for many years there
was an unbroken background wupholding
racial covenants. It is true, of course, that
these wusually provided that the property
conveyed would never be deeded to one
of African descent. Tt mecessarily follows,
however, that any persons of African descent
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had the same right to incorporate in their
deeds that the land could never be conveyed
to any other race.

SUBMERGED LANDS WERE PROPERTY OF STATES

The result of the decision destroying these
racial covenants was to cause damage to the.
property owners in this country exceeding
the expense of some of our wars. It isa well-
known fact that property in a neighborhood
inhabited by mixed races immediately and
seriously declines in value. The people suf=-
fering those terrific damages had relied upon
the Court’s former decisions that such cove-
nants were valid and enforceable. When the
United States Constitution was adopted, the
States brought into that union their lands
and their seacoasts, and throughout the ages
it had been recognized that while the Gov-
ernment had a highway over the seas, the
submerged lands were the property of the
States. The Supreme Court a short time ago
upset that ruling, and held that the United
States owned those submerged lands. It
took an act of Congress to destroy that er-
roneous decision. If those lands belonged
to the Government, then the fish, shrimp, and
all marine life belonged to the Government,
and our citizens had been taking marine life
from the sea unlawfully. Businesses built
upon land that was a part of the sea would
have automatically become the property of
the Government.

Certainly the decisions regarding the five
school cases aroused the interest of the Sen-
ators and Representatives signing the mani-
festo. It would have been news to Charles
Sumner and Thaddeus Stevens, the two most
rabid on civil rights, when the civil rights
laws and the 14th amendment were passed,
that their bills touched public schools. Both
confessed many times that their legislation
did not. In the middle of the debate of the
14th amendment Congress paused to pass a
bill conveying property in the District of
Columbia for the sole use of colored children
(14 Stat. 342 (1866)). Segregated schools
were established in the District of Colum-
bia in 1862 when the War Between the States
was raging, and segregated schools continued
in the District until after the decision of the
Supreme Court in 1954. Everyone knows
that the District of Columbia, the seat of
our Government, is and has been the guinea
pig for all social experiments.

Stevens and Sumner knew schools were
segregated in the District, and would have
stopped them if they had had any legal
basis therefor. In 1871 Senator Sumner
tried to pass a law outlawing school segre-
gation in the District of Columbia, but he
was unable to do so, See S. 1244, 41st Con-
gress, 3d session., CONGRESSIONAL GLOBE,
41st Congress, 3d session, 1053-1061. In De-
cember 1875 President Grant recommended
to Congress a constitutional amendment to
require all States to maintain schools for all
children, irrespective of color. That recom-
mendation was not followed by Congress.
Had not segregated schools been the law in
the District of Columbia and the majority
of the States in the Union, there would have
been no necessity for creating Howard Uni-
versity in the District of Columbia for the
purpose of educating colored children at the
expense of the taxpayers. Certainly if the
intention had been to integrate the races,
there could have been no justification for
such a school. When the 14th amendment
was ratified, there' were 37 States in the
Union. Twenty-three of those States had
segregated schools, while some of the States
had no public schools at all. There will be
found no mention of education or schools in
the 14th amendment or civil rights legisla-
tion, or in the Constitution of the United
States. Public schools were and continue
to be specifically reserved to the States by the
10th amendment.

SENATOR QUOTED
Even Senator Trumbull is quoted in Con-
GRESSIONAL GLOBE, 42d Congress, 2d session
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(1872) 3189, as saying: “The right to go to
school is not a civil right and never was.”
In construing the former Supreme Court
decisions regarding the 14th amendment and
the civil-rights statutes, one must remember
that the 14th amendment did provide for
voting rights, sitting on juries, and other
rights, implemented by civil-rights legisla-
tion. Any rights covered by the 14th amend-
ment or implementing statutes come within
the purview of the Supreme Court’s jurisdic-
tion. Any rights not covered in that amend-
ment or implementing civil-rights statutes
are not questions for the Supreme Court to
consider. In 1896 the Supreme Court decided
the case of Plessy v. Ferguson (163 U. S,
p. 537), involving transportation facilities, a
field coming within the 14th amendment and
implementing legislation. That Court held
that separate but equal facilities satisfied the
Constitution. It is true that Justice Harlan,
a relative of the present Justice Harlan, dis-
sented in that case. Nevertheless, many
State courts, including New York, Ohio, Indi-
ana, and California had theretofore ruled
that separate but equal facilities were suffi-
cient.

The ruling in Plessy v. Ferguson was to
the effect that the 14th amendment and the
implementing civil-rights legislation were
compiled with, though the facilities be sepa-
rate, if equal. Justice Harlan’s dissent in
this case was never intended as a dissent on
the question of schools. In Cummings V.
Board of Education (175 U. S. 528 (18929)),
Justice Harlan wrote the opinion. That was
a case involving schools, and in that case he
said that separate but equal facilities satis-
fied every constitutional provision and law,
and the Court unanimously agreed with him.
The reasoning of Justice Harlan is plain: In
the Plessy case he felt that the Constitution
and implementing legislation covering trans-
portation was very different from school
questions because schools were not touched
by the Constitution or by legislation. A
great distinction, to be sure. Gong Lum v.
Rice (275 U. 8. 78 (1927)), was written by
Chief Justice Taft for a unanimous Court,
and page 86 shows the holding to the effect
that the question presented was one “within
the constitutional power of the State legis-
lature to settle without any intervention of
the Federal courts under the Federal Con-
stitution.”

In that case, Lum, a Chinese, demanded
that he be allowed to attend a white school
rather than a colored school. The Court
said that if the facilities were equal, the Con=
sitution was satisfied. The 1954 decisions of
the Supreme Court in the five school cases
were virtually sterile with regard to prece-
dents. That Court did refer to the slaughter-
house cases (1873) and Sirauder v. West
Virginia (1879). Any lawyer can certainly
understand that those cases involved ques=-
tions specifically covered under the 14th
amendment and enabling legislation, and
therefore could never be authority on a
question completely divorced from the 14th
amendment and implementing legislation.

PSYCHOLOGY HAS PLACE

The other cases cited as authority were
decided in complete harmony with the sep-
arate but equal doctrine. It is shocking that
in the 1954 school-case decisions the Su-
preme Court held that psychological knowl-
edge at the time of the Plessy v. Ferguson
case might not have been as great as mod-
ern authority. Psychology has its place,
but psychology can never substitute for law.
We respectfully maintain that the separate
but equal doctrine is the only doctrine that
makes good sense. Under these recent deci-
sions one would assume that a male student
would be within his constitutional rights to
insist that he be enrolled in a school exclu-
sively for females, and be permitted to share

.their dormitories, based on the contention

that this all-girls’ school had a better faculty
than the male or coeducational school he
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was attending, and he was thereby deprived
of his constitutional rights.

The Senators and Representatives signing
the southern manifesto felt, and we believe
many all over the United States are begin-
ning to feel, that every vestige of States
rights is being rapidly swept away, that our
public schools have been the flowers of our
democracy because they have been locally
controlled. It is shocking to know that in
the case of The Board of Education v. Bar=-
nette (319 U. S. 624), the Supreme Court
struck down as unlawful a State requirement
that schoolchildren salute the American flag.
It is our opinion that the local authorities
making that requirement were clearly within
their rights and that the Court decision was
completely erroneous. It is amazing that a.
State furnishing education to children can-
not at the same time ask a little loyalty to
the flag that made that privilege possible.

STATE COULD NOT LEGISLATE

We have a right to be discouraged con=-
cerning the rights of the States. On April
2, 1956, in the case of Pennsylvania v. Nelson,
the Supreme Court by a split decision held
that the State of Pennsylvania could not
legislate against sedition, and upset a con-
viction by a court of Pennsylvania of an
acknowledged member of the Communist
Party for a violation of the Pennsylvania
Sedition Act. That reversal was predicated
on the ground that where the Government
has legislated on that subject and occupied
that field, any State law on that subject is
superseded. That decision points out that
42 States, plus Alaska and Hawaii, have
statutes prohibiting advocacy of the violent
overthrow of our Government. Apparently,
that decision has wiped out the laws of those
42 States and Alaska and Hawaii. The Fed-
eral law which the Supreme Court held was
exclusive and prohibited State action is the
law known as the Smith Act (title 18,
U. 8. C.). No one was more startled over the
decision of the Supreme Court than was
Congressman SMmIiTH of Virginia, the author
of that law.

That decision was rendered despite the
fact that section 3231 of title 18 of the
United States Code provides: “Nothing in
this title shall be held to take away or im-
pair the jurisdiction of the courts of the
several States under the laws thereof.”
Pennsylvania is one of the great States of
our Union, and it follows that any attempt
to overthrow the Government of the United
States is also an attempt to overthrow the
government of Pennsylvania and the gov-
ernment of every other State in this Union.

Pending before the House Committee on
the Judiciary now is H. R. 3, the same Con-
gressman SMITH being the author thereof,
and it simply provides that no act of Congress
shall be construed to exclude State laws on
the same subject, unless the act contains
an express provision to that effect. By all
means the people of this country should rise
up and insist that H. R. 3 be speedily en-
acted. It is not expedient to try to pass a
law to remedy only one Supreme Court de-
cision. H. R. 3 would cover all congressional
laws not containing the provision that State
laws are excluded. On April 9, 1956, the Su-
preme Court in the case of Slochowera V.
Board of Higher Education of the city of
New York, ruled in a split decision that said
school board could not discharge Slochowera
as a schoolteacher because, when he was
testifying before the Senate Subcommittee
on Internal Security, he refused to answer
questions concerning his membership in the
Communist Party during the years 1940 and
1941 on the ground that his answers might
tend to incriminate him. The board of
education acted under section 903 of its
city charter, providing that an employee of
the city claiming the privilege against self-
incrimination to avoid answering a question
relating to his official conduct would have
his employment terminated. The majority
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opinion of the Supreme Court says that no
sinister meaning can be imputed toward a
person asserting his rights under the fifth
amendment. We do not agree with that
statement.

FIFTH AMENDMENT PROTECTS

The fifth amendment does say that no
person shall be compelled to give evidence
against himself, and protects the individual
from being convicted on such compelled
testimony. It certainly does not mean that
a person exercising that privilege can insist
that he continue in the most sensitive area
of our country, the schoolroom, and that
the city is helpless to discharge him. Per-
haps the public does not know that the same
section 903 has been invoked many times
against policemen in the city of New York,
and that policemen claiming the fifth
amendment have been discharged.

So long as the States are permitted to leg-
islate and to exercise their rights retained in
the 10th amendment, we have no fear for
our country. We will stake our destiny upon
our faith in the majority of the States of our
Union. But when our States are not permit-
ted to legislate on subjects covered by the
Federal laws, then we see grave danger to our
way of life. One United States Attorney Gen-
eral, entrusted with the destiny of our entire
Union and our liberties, by reason of the fact
that he alone is charged with enforcement of
those laws, by his failure to act, his lack of
sympathy with our ideals or even his lack of
ability, could bring disaster upon our heads.
Without reflection upon any Attorney Gen-
eral, past or present, a disloyal one could
wreck our cherished institutions and destroy
our liberties. Anyone familiar with Commu-
nist activities knows that their strategy is to
infiltrate our most important Government
agencies and our finest private institutions.

The signers of the declaration of principles
have no apologies for their criticism. We
support the Constitution of the United
States. We recognize the powers belonging
to the States and to the citizens of our Union.
We have never asked the Supreme Court to
“turn back the clock.” We simply ask them
to keep their hands off the clock and not at-
tempt to keep time for America, that being
the inalienable right of our 165 million Amer=-
ican citizens. We know that good people all
over our land share our views. No section has
a monopoly on patriotism or loyalty. The
American people are waking up. We do not
wish to divide our people. We know that we
are facing the most relentless enemy of hu-
man history. We want and expect to win this
battle, both within and without our gates.
America will stand up and be counted.

AIRPORT AT BURKE, VA.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objeciion.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, for the
fifth time this year I rise to ask my
friends on the other side of the aisle to
follow President Eisenhower in sug-
gested legislation. Since 1950 I have
been appealing to the Appropriations
Committee, and the subcommittee on
which I sit dealing with CAA. I have
offered a series of amendments in the
Subcommitee on the Department of
Commerce and in the full Committee on
Appropriations and on the floor on main
appropriation bills and on supplemental
bills asking for funds to commence the
construction of a new national airport
at Burke, Va. The House and the com=-
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mittee have seen fit to reject those re-
quests.

In 1950 we succeeded in getting the
first million dollars to purchase the nec-
essary land to begin the construction of
this new airport.

In last night’s Evening Star, Mr.
Speaker, I saw a headline, “President
Presses for the Burke Airport.” Mr.
Speaker, I hope this House and the Ap-
propriations Committee in this body and
the other body will give immediate con-
sideration and attention to this essential
and necessary addition to the safety of
our Federal airways.

PRCCEDURE IN THE HOUSE

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

Theer was no objection.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
I take this minute to make some com-
ment about the way we operate here in
the House. Today we are finding it diffi-
cult to stretch out the business to remain
in session for an hour, and of course no
controversial issues will be considered.

Last Friday we had under considera-
tion a bill to raise postal rates. Toward
the end of the day a motion was made
that all debate on the bill end in 15
minutes, and at that time vote on the
bill, although there were some 6 amend-
ments pending. In the division of the
time, I was allotted 2 minutes to discuss
what I thought was a rather important
amendment.

Although the amendment on the first
standing vote was defeated by a vote
of 110 to 104, it was later defeated by a
much larger vote. But, the next morn-
ing it was interesting—I had at least 25
Members who came to me and said that
they had voted against the amendment
because they did not understand it. I
thought I had explained the amendment
rather fully in the 2 minutes allotted to
me. But, I want to say for the benefit
of those who have expressed themselves
in favor of an amendment which would
restrict the activities of Members in
sending franked matter, reprints from
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, that they
might have an opportunity to vote for
that legislation later. I had already in-
troduced a bill which has been referred
to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service and those Members who are
sincerely interested in practicing some
economy can express themselves as being
in favor of that bill which I hope the
committee will report out.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL-
BERT). The time of the gentleman from
Missouri has expired.

KEEP THE COURT SUPREME

Mr. VANIK. Mr.  Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 10 minutes and to revise and extend
my remarks. , :

The SPEAKER. - Is there objection
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
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Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, during the
past many weeks the Supreme Court of
the United States, the third coordinate
branch of our Federal Government, has
been under a merciless attack by persons
who oppose its decisions, primarily the
decision of the Court banning segrega-
tion in the Nation’s public schools. The
history of our Nation is replete with at=
tacks against the High Court for its
courageous stands on momentous issues.
The Court has equally been ecriticized
from time to time for its failure to show
adequate courage in the face of dynamic,
sociological change. There has in fact
been no time in history when the deci-
sions of the Court were pleasing to every
American. In fact there is no time that
the decision of any court is pleasing to
more than 50 percent of the interested
parties in any litigation.

It is an inherent right of any American
to critically evaluate the work of any
public official, elected, or appointed, who
serves our Nation in either of the three
branches of the Federal Government.
That is the essence of our democratic
system and the Justices of the Supreme
Court must face fair criticism in the
same manner as any Member of Con-
gress or any executive in the administra=
tion. However, such criticism must be
temperate and impersonal, directed to-
ward the decision or to the action rather
than to the person.

The vehemence of the current pro-
longed attack on the Supreme Court of
the United States gradually destroys the
concept that the individual has for the
administration of justice and respect
for the law. The undermining of public
confidence in the supreme legal author-
ity of the United States Supreme Court
undermines public confidence in all
courts and impairs the law and order
of the land.

It is argued that the recent integra-
tion decision is without legal merit and
that it is contrary to the separate but
equal decisions in previous cases. The
separate and equal doctrine was an evo-
lutionary step in the development of
civil-rights law and in effect a moderate
approach to the integration which is
spelled out clearly in the American Con-
stitution. If the Supreme Court de-
serves criticism on its integration deci-
sion, that criticism must be directed to
the delay and the long road which the
Court followed to finally reach its con-
clusion on the doctrine of segregated
schools.

Recently a proposal was made to pro-
hibit appointment to the Supreme Court
without at least 5 years’ experience in a
lower court. Judicial experience is in-
valuable on the bench, but a lifetime of
experience cannot provide sound judg-
ment and sound reasoning where it did
not originally exist. I suggest that this
proposal is a blatant attempt to dis=-
credit a majority of the Justices, includ-
ing the Chief Justice, who presently sit
on that revered bench out of a deep and
dedicated sense of duty. Their trust is
unparalleled in the world. The proposal
would have disqualified and denied to
America the talents and genius of some
of the most illustrious men in our his-
tory. John Marshall, who picked the
Court up by the bootstraps and made it
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an important member of our executive-
legislative-judicial triangle of checks
and balances did not have 5 years’ ex-
perience on the bench before his ap-
pointment. Nor did Roger Taney, who
gave the Dred Scott decision on slave-
holding a century ago; nor Salmon
Chase, who had been in Lincoln’s Cab-
inet; nor Melville Fuller, who was Chief
Justice in 1896, when the Plessy against
Ferguson case set up the separate but
equal basis for segregation; nor Charles
Evans Hughes.

It seems to me that the attacks which
are being made upon the Supreme Court
are designed as a retaliatory attempt to
place in a position of public distrust an
entire Court of fine and distinguished
gentlemen for their rendition of a ver-
dict which some persons find distasteful.
It is nowhere provided in the Constitu-
tion that a decision must be pleasing to
all sections of the country. Any group
of people interposing against a decision
which they do not like and declaring that
it shall not be applicable are close to the
brink of anarchy if their interposition is
a belief that they can nullify the effect
of a general decision upon their com-
munity.

The undisputable fact is that our Su-
preme Court has grown to keep pace
with the increasing strength of our na-
tional Union. The courage of the Court
has grown as the courage of the Nation
has grown in the belief that this is a
nation joined in the love of liberty and
in the respect for equality under the law.

The Supreme Court’s decision banning
segregation in the Nation’s public schools
is the first long-overdue step in providing
what the Constitution originally in-
tended should be the law. The long road
ahead calls for prompt legislative action
to bring about a full measure of civil
rights for every citizen. The current
vicious attacks upon the integrity of the
Supreme Court of the United States are,
indeed, intemperate and not in the in-
terest of the national well-being.

POSTAL RATE BILL

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 5 minutes and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, dur-
ing the debate on the postal rate bill the
other day, I made some arguments,
which I thought were based on facts and
which I still think were based on facts,
with regard to assigning the deficit from
the second- and third-class departments
of the Post Office over to the first-class
mail department users of the 3-cent
stamp and 6-cent airmail stamp. The
time was very limited and we had to
avail ourselves of such time as the par-
liamentary procedure allowed us. Short-
ly after my remarks on the floor, in
which I paid strict attention to the
merits of the legislation and made no
allusions to individual Members of the
House, three Members of the minority
party who are members of our commit-
tee—and I will not use their names be-
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cause I did not know that I would have
the time at this time to address the House
and, therefore, had no opportunity to
notify them—these three Members arose
and in place of replying to my argu-
ments on the postal rate bill, they pro-
ceeded to take me to task personally and
intimated that I had not performed my
committee duties as ardently as I should
have.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. You
realize very well, I am sure, that no one
is subject to attack that way unless he
has been doing a worthwhile job.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I thank the gentle-
man for his contribution. I will say
this. I happen to be a member of 3
committees of the House—2 by choice
and 1 by assignment of the leadership.
The reason I was assigned to the Post
Office and Civil Service Committee was
that due to the fairly equal division of
Members in the House, it was found that
on the Democratic side I was the only
Member not either serving on an exclu-
sive committee or who was not already
serving on two different committees. It
so happens the House Committee on
Government Operations is not an exclu-
sive committee, and it also so happens
that the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy is not counted as a House com-
mittee. My duties on both of those com-
mittees are very heavy. I am chairman
of the legislative authorization commit-
tee of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy, and I have very heavy duties
with reference to all atomic-energy leg-
islation pertaining to those subjects
which go through my subcommittee. I
am also chairman of the subcommittee
on military operations of the Committee
on Government Operations.

We have been holding hearings for
some 5 months. We have been in ses-
sion many mornings and afternoons.
‘We have accumulated, I think, the most
complete treatment of Federal civil de-
fense that has yet been made by a com-
mittee of either body.

So my duties on those committees have
prevented me from attending all of the
meetings of the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service. However, I have tried
to attend every meeting that I could.
Particularly, I have tried to be there
when legislation was voted out. So I
do not think it was a courteous or kindly
act on the part of my colleagues on that
committee to make a disparaging remark
about the discharge of my committee
duties. I feel that I have probably put
in as many hours in committee as any
Member of the Congress, serving as I do
on three committees.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I am glad to yield.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Is it
not a fact that if you do attend to your
duties on either one of the committees to
which you have made reference you just
cannot be here on the floor when much
of this legislation is considered?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is certainly
true. You cannot be in another commit-
tee that is meeting at the same time.
Particularly if you are chairman of a
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subcommittee. You have to preside as
chairman of that subcommittee, and you
cannot desert your own subcommittee
in order to go to another committee of
which you may be a member.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Well,
does it not follow that unless the:matter
which is being heard by the committee
has to do with legislation which is about
to come before the House, we should not
be holding committee hearings during
these last 2 or 3 weeks of the session?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I will say this much,
that the judgment of the chairman of a
subcommittee must prevail in a case like
this. In my own case, I have tried to
arrange my subcommittee schedules so
that I will not have meetings during the
last 2 or 3 weeks of the Congress. But I
was forced to hold hearings on the
Atomic Energy Committee while the
House was in session. As I say, that is
a privilege of the chairman of a subcom-
mittee.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from California
has expired.

MUTUAL SECURITY APPROPRIA-
TION BILL

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, in view of
today’s abbreviated session, indicating
that there is no serious business press=-
ing upon the House and probably will
not be until the end of the session, I think
we have every reason to expect that to-
morrow, when the multi-million-dollar
‘WPA bill is before the House, there will
be no unreasonable limitation of debate,

STATEMENTS BY THE PRESS

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, in view of the fact that one of
our subcommittee chairmen, the gentle-
man from California [Mr. Moss] is on
the floor, I would like to ask permission
to address the House for 5 minutes at
this time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, the reference was made to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Moss],
because yesterday in the committee a
question which I consider of consider-
able importance came up. Because
there might be some misunderstanding
about the question which was raised, and
that statement is made because of press
comment, this time is taken. The poing
yesterday was this: Reference was made
by the committee counsel to a newspaper
article, parts of which were put in the
record. My objection at that time was
that if in committee hearings statements
from the press were to be read and in-
corporated in the record, as evidence,
whenever those statements charged any
individual with misconduct of any kind
then the one who wrote the statement
should be called so that the committee

Is there
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might know what weight to give to that
statement.

.- The chairman ruled, and correctly, I
think, that the committee had no au-
thority to investigate newspaper reports
and newspaper articles. That is not
difficult to go along with. That seems
sound legally and in every other way.
But that is not the situation to which my
point was directed. Perhaps I did not
make it clear. The situation yesterday
did not raise the issue directly insofar
as the individual was concerned, be-
cause no individual was by that article
charged with misconduct. The article
was being used to show that the recollec-
tion of the witness who was testifying
before the committee was at fault.

On this point, and I would be glad to
have the chairman of the committee
comment on this, for as I view the hear-
ings, he has conducted them fairly
without any political tinge except pos-
sibly to show that the Eisenhower ad-
ministration is a little more secretive
than previous ones. However, I do not
know of any executive department that
has ever freely given any committee of
Congress any information which would
tend to reflect discredit upon the admin-
istration involved.

But this is the point, when a witness
comes before a committee and then com-
mittee counsel or a member of the com-
mittee brings in and puts into the com-
mittee record a statement charging some
misconduct on the part of the witness
or a statement tends to substantiate
some charge which has been made
against either the department or an in-
dividual, the person who wrote that ar-
ticle should be required to come in and
give the committee the source of his in-
formation. Otherwise we get uncorrob-
orated, irresponsible statements on the
record which may reflect and which at
times do reflect upon a department or
an individual who is under investigation,
or whose name appears in the record.

Rule XI 25 (m) of the House pro-
vides:

(m) If the committee determines that
evidence or testimony at an investigative
hearing may tend to defame, degrade, or in-
criminate any person, it shall—

(1) receive such evidence or testimony in
executive session;

(2) afford such person an opportunity
voluntarily to appear as a witness; and

(3) receive and dispose of requests from
such person to subpena additional witnesses.

The right of confrontation is a com-
mon law right guaranteed to one ac-
cused of a crime. The purpose of the
sixth amendment reaffirming that right
did not broaden it nor wipe out the ex-
ceptions nor can a State deny it—Sal-
inger v. U.:S. (272 .U. 8. C: b48).
Nor is the right to confrontation limited
to criminal trials or proceedings in Fed-
eral courts.

A conviction for contempt in a State
court was reversed because the accused
had not had opportunity to meet his ac-
cusers—In re Oliver (333 U. S. C. 257).

Because lawmakers should be es-
pecially careful to protect civil rights,
congressional committees should not
deny to anyone appearing before them
the right to due process, the right to face
and interrogate his accuser,
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Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker; will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Yes, I
shall be glad to yield.

Mr. MOSS. First I want to thank the
gentleman for his comment on the ef-
forts of the chairman to keep the com-
mittee out of politics. I would, however,
like to make one correction: We are not
trying to prove that any administration
is more secretive than any other; on the
other hand, we are trying to look at
facts.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. If the
gentleman will let me comment there,
that is a personal impression, that is all.

Mr. MOSS. The question the gentle-
man raises is purely an academic one, be-
cause I can envision no incident where
the committee counsel would place in
the record any charge that would become
a basis for committee action.

The article referred to yesterday was
not given the committee by a newspaper
reporter but was taken by the staff from
a newspaper for the information of the
committee. I think the condition would
be entirely different if a reporter referred
an item to the committee for its study
and consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Michigan
has expired.

(By unanimous consent Mr. HOFFMAN
of Michigan was allowed to proceed for
2 additional minutes.)

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. In my
opinion the issue is not an academic one.
It will be with us a long, long time. My
point is this, and I want to be sure I make
myself understood. I agree with the
chairman wholeheartedly that the com-
mittee has no authority to investigate
the truth or falsity of the average news-
paper editorial or news story. The in-
dividual, if there is an individual who is
harmed, has his remedy at civil law, and
sometimes under the criminal law. My
point is this, where there is a newspaper
article, be it editorial or news story,
which reflects upon the Department or
upon an individual and by referring to
it or quoting from it or putting it into
the record, in making that a part of the
testimony, then my point is that having
given evidence in the case the one who is
responsible for the statement containing
the article should be subject to cross
examination so that we will know
whether the report is factual or merely
the expression of an opinion or just a
figment of the imagination of the writer.
Certainly a committee cannot accept as
evidence an ex parte statement on a dis-
puted issue of fact without giving the
accused an opportunity to test the weight
to be given it. The right to be con-
fronted by the witness is as old as the
common law itself. That is the point I
am making.

Mr. MOSS. On that point specifically,
an article placed in the record by counsel
for the subcommittee or by any member
of the committee can be objected to by
any other Member. If the article is
placed in there because committee coun-
sel or a member of the committee person-
ally clipped it from a newspaper, then I
feel that the committee has no authority,
and it would be highly improper for us to
request the reporter who is in no way a
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party to the controversy to come in and
disclose the source of his information.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. With all
due respect to my chairman, there is a
difference of opinion there. Making an
article a part of the record automatically
carries with it the right of the accused
to be confronted by the witness. I think
it involves a fundamental proposition,
because by placing that article in the
record it becomes evidence. Then the
one who gives that evidence should, like
any other witness who appears person-
ally, be subject to cross examination.
Otherwise, I may get an article in a pa-
per, or I may come in with an affidavit,
or statement, introduce it into the record
with no opportunity on the part of any-
one to question its truthfulness. Our
rules permit the introduction in commit-
tee hearings of statements either sworn
to or otherwise. The article or statement
may be filled with vicious scurrilous
charges, and if I as the author cannot be
called then to give the source of my in-
formation to substantiate my charges,
we get into the position where we are do-
ing what our rules, and which I think
commonsense and common decency for-
bid. We are letting someone be accused
without the opportunity of being able to
answer.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from Michigan has
expired.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
2 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, it is my
opinion, as it has been right along, that
the committee has no authority to in-
vestigate the press. If the gentleman
objects to an article and desires to re-
quest that a reporter be subpenaed, the
gentleman can make that request and at
that time the committee may determine
whether or not it intends to go ahead
pursuant to that request. But it is still
the chairman’s opinion that any such
attempt to bring before the committee
a reporter would be a highly improper
procedure.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Even
though his statement is put in the
record?

Mr. MOSS. Even though his state-
ment is put in the record. He has not
requested that it be so printed.

CRITICISM OF EITHER HOUSE OF
CONGRESS BY THE OTHER

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 5
minutes and to revise and extend my re-
marks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Ohio? ;

There was no objection.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, our distin-
guished Speaker of the House, on June
25, called the attention of the House to
a rule that forbids any Member of the
House from inserting in the RECORD any=
thing which might be a reflection upon
a Member of the other body. I agree
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with that rule. I think it is a good one,
I think all Members of the House agree
with that rule. However, Mr. Speaker,
it seems to be a one-way street.

I should like to call the attention of
the Speaker and the Members of the
House to page A5384 of the daily Con-
GRESSIONAL REcORD of July 9. I shall not
refer by name to the Member of the
other body who inserted the matter in
the REcorp, but I will say he is one of
the leaders of the majority in that body.
He has inserted an editorial which I shall
read part of as follows:

The death of the school construction bill
in the House of Representatives on Thurs-
day was nothing less than a national dis-
aster. The measure was put to death by a
combination of prejudice and politicking in
an atmosphere of confusion and finagling
discreditable to Democrats and Republicans
alike, and to the House itself as a lawmaking
body.

Mr. Speaker, as one Member of this
body, I resent an editorial of that kind
being inserted in the REcordD—which
casts a reflection upon the House of Rep-
resentatives—by a Member of the other
body. I would suggest that the gentle-
man who has inserted that editorial, by
reason of his leadership, could bring
up a bill in the Senate himself. And,
if he feels the way he does about it, he
has been lax in his duty in not bringing
that legislation before the Senate.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOW. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I am
very glad that the gentleman from Ohio
has brought this matter to the attention
of the Speaker. It seems to me it is
something which the Speaker might wish
to take up with the Member of the other
body in question and with the other
body as a body. I call the attention of
the Speaker to the fact that in the same
issue on pages 11016 and 11017 another
Member of the other body, whose name
our rules do not permit us to disclose,
not only inserted in the ReEcorp exactly
the same editorial, which is something
not permitted on our side of the Capitol,
and I understand is not normally per-
mitted in the other body, but also a com-
plete rollcall coupled with an attack
upon the Members of Congress who had
voted for the Powell amendment and
against the bill. Now, it so happens
that his attack does not affect me per-
sonally. But, I do, on behalf of my
colleagues whom he is attacking in that
article, resent the attack. The particu-
lar Member making the attack in the
other body happens to be a good friend
of mine for whom I entertain person-
ally a warm regard, but I think it should
be called to his attention that such ac-
tion on our side against Members of the
other body would be criticized, and very
properly so, by the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, and that his action
may be violative of the principles of
comity which should govern our rela-
tions. I think the gentleman from Ohio
has performed a service by bringing this
matter to the attention of the House.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr.
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Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The
gentleman was referring to this article
on page A5384, ignoring the children.

Mr. BOW. That is correct.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Let me
say to the gentleman that I read that ar-
ticle when it came out, and it was what
you would expect if you were familiar
with the publishers or the public policy
of the Washington Post.

Mr. BOW. But you would not expect a
Member of the other body to use it as an
indictment against this body for its offi-
cial action.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Well, I
would say that they were selecting a
mighty poor witness. But I would not
want to comment. The rules forbid any
comment about what I would expect of
the other body or the Members of it.

Mr. BOW. I am delighted the gentle-
man is respecting the rules of the House.
That we both agree upon.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. As far
as I can. I have difficulty sometimes,
when I see something in the REcorp that
has been put in over there. I have diffi-
culty in abiding by the rules for two rea-
sons: First, because you cannot comment
under the rules upon what they do over
there, and then there are laws against
the use of certain words, kinds of words,
that might factually but not with pro-
priety be used about the Members.

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I un-
derstand the House has already agreed
to meet tomorrow at 10 o’clock.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
correct.
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.

Speaker, if the gentleman will yield for a
moment, the gentleman knows that our
Members are very busy today. In the
gentleman’s opinion, will they be through
with the tasks which they are trying to
accomplish today in time to meet to-
morrow at 10 o’clock?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I will
say in response to the gentleman’s query
that I trust there will be a large attend-
ance tomorrow at 10 o’clock. As I have
already stated, the House has already
agreed to convene at that time tomorrow.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. HAND, for 10 minutes today, his
manuscript to be inserted following the
other special orders of the day.

Mr. HESELTON, for 20 minutes, on
Thursday and Friday next.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. Morano (at the request of Mr.
HanDp) and to include extraneous matter.
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Mr. JounsoN of Wisconsin and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. O’HArA of Illinois and to include
additional matter.

Mr. MurTer and include extraneous
maftter.

Mr. Dmxon (at the request of Mr.
Dawson of Utah).

Mr. Dopp (at the request of Mr. Hays
of Arkansas) in two instances and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 1 o’clock and 26 minutes p. m.), un-
der its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday,
July 11, 1956, at 10 o’clock a. m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2051. A letter from the Comptroller Gen=-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on the audit of the Federal home loan
banks for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1955,
pursuant to the Government Corporation
Control Act (31 U. S. C. 841) and the Fed-
eral Home Loan Bank Act (12 U. 8. C. 1421)
(H. Doc. No. 444); to the Committee on Gov=-
ernment Operations and ordered to be -
printed.

2052. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of the Interior, transmitting a report of
the Department of the Interior on the Farwell
Unit, Ncbraska, of the Missouri River Basin
project, pursuant to the provisions of sec-
tion 9 (a) of the Reclamation Project Act
of 1939 (H. Doc. No. 445); to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs and ordered
to be printed, with illustrations.

2053. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting a proposed con-
cession permit with Mrs. Arsena Robinson
which, when executed by the regional direc-
tor, region No. 3, National Park Service, will
authorize Mrs. Robinson to provide accom-
modations, facilities, and services for the
public within Timpanogos Cave National
Monument, Utah, for a period of 5 years from
January 1, 1956, pursuant to the act of July
1, 1953 (67 Stat. 271); to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. SMITH of Virginia: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 584. Resolution
waving points of order against H. R. 12138,
a bill making supplemental appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, and
for other purposes; without amendment
(Rept. No. 2648). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. MADDEN: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 585. Resolution for con-
sideration of H. R. 12080, a bill authorizing
the construction, repair, and preservation of
certain public works on rivers and harbors
for navigation, flood control, and for other
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No.
2656). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. TRIMBLE: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 586. Resolution for consid-
eration of S. 3982, an act to provide for the
maintenance of production of tungsten, as-
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bestos, fluorspar, and columbium-tantalum
in the United States, its Territories and
possessions, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2657). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. KILDAY: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. H. R. 5519. A bill to authorize and
direct the Secretary of the Army to convey
certain tracts of land in El Paso County, Tex.
to the city of El Paso, Tex., in exchange for
certain lands to be conveyed by the city of
El Paso, Tex., to the United States Govern-
ment; with amendment (Rept. No. 26€9).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. VINSON: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. S. 976. An act to provide for the
release of the right, title, and interest of the
United States in a certain tract or parcel of
land conditionally granted by it to the city
of Montgomery, W. Va.; without amendment
(Rept. No. 2670). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H. R. 8617. A bill to validate certain
payments of sea-duty pay made to naval per-
sonnel serving on board vessels in the Great
Lakes during the period November 1, 1950,
to October 31, 1953; with amendment (Rept.
No. 2671). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee: Committee on
Public Works. H.R. 8265. A bill relating to
the use of storage space in the Buford
Reservoir for the purpose of providing
Gwinnett County, Ga., a regulated water
supply; with amendment (Rept. No. 2672).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee: Committee on
Public Works. H. R. 8940. A bill relating to
the sale of water from the Hulah Reservoir
to the city of Bartlesville, Okla; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 2673). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee: Committee on
Public Works. H.R.11702. A bill to provide
for the sale of lands in reservoir areas un-
der the jurisdiction of the Department of
the Army for cottage-site development and
use; without amendment (Rept. 2674). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 11907. A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, with respect to fees of United
States marshals; without amendment (Rept.
No. 2675). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennnesee: Committee on
Public Works. S.1358. An act to authorize
modification of the flood-control project for
Missouri River Agricultural Levee Unit 513-
512-R, Richardson County, Nebr.; without
amendment (Rept. 2676). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. $S. 1154. An act for the relief of Hal
A. Marchant; without amendment (Rept. No.
2649). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. $S. 1708. An act for the relief of Mr.
and Mrs. Ernest M. Kersh; without amend-
ment (Rept No. 2650). Referred to the Com=
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. DONOHUE: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. S.3150. An act for the relief of Sgt.
and Mrs. Herbert G. Herman; without amend-
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ment (Rept. No. 2651). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
S. 1243, An act for the relief of Kyu Lee;
with amendment (Rept. No. 2652). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
S. 1324. An act for the relief of Salvatore di
Morello; with amendment (Rept. No. 2653).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
S. 1627. An act for the relief of Alexander
Orlov and his wife, Maria Orlov; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2654). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 8. 3009. An act for the relief of Kiyo-
shi Kinoshita; with amendment (Rept. No.
2655). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judici-
ary. $S. 3473. An act for the relief of Kurt
Johan Paro; without amendment (Rept. No.
2658). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judici-
ary. S.3579. An act for the relief of Eiiza-
beth M. A. de Cuevas Faure; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 2659). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judici-
ary. House Joint Resolution 662. Joint
resolution for the relief of certain relatives
of United States citizens; with amendment
(Rept. No. 2660). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H. R. 2952. A bill for the relief of
John H. Parker; with amendment (Rept. No.
2661). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H. R. 4464. A bill for the relief of
Mrs. Kathryn H. Wallace; with amendment
(Rept. No. 2662). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H. R. 5586. A bill for the relief of
Otto B. Hauffe; without amendment (Rept.
No. 2663). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H. R. 7162. A bill for the relief of
T. W. Holt & Co.; without amendment (Rept.
No. 2664). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H. R. 8056. A bill for the relief of
Col. Adolph B. Miller; with amendment
(Rept. No. 2665). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R.9028. A bill for the relief of Fred
G. Nagle Co.; without amendment (Rept. No.
2666). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H. R. 11822. A bill for the relief of
Tom R. Hickman and Nannie Conley and
husband, Jack Conley; with amendment
(Rept. No. 2667). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. COOLEY: Committee on Agriculture.
House Joint Resolution €42. Joint resolu-
tion to authorize and direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to quitclaim certain property in
Coahoma County, Miss., to the Home Dem-=-
onstration Club of Rena Lara, Miss., Inc.;
without amendment (Rept. No. 2668). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADAIR:

H.R.12166. A bill to repeal the act of
February 18, 1896, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.
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By Mr. BLATNIK:

H.R.12167. A bill to authorize the pay-
ment to local governments of sums in lieu
of taxes and special assessments with re-
spect to certain Federal real property, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs. f

By Mr. ELLIOTT:

H.R.12168. A bill to amend section 4 (a)
of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act, as
amended; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. HYDE:

H.R. 12169. A bill to establish the Chesa-
peake and Ohio Canal National Historical
Park and to provide for the administration ~
and maintenance of a parkway, in the State
of Maryland, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. JUDD:

H.R.12170. A bill to remove the present
$1,000 limitation which prevents the Secre-
tary of the Navy from settling certain claims
arising out of the crash of a naval aircraft
at the Wold-Chamberlin Air Field, Min-
neapolis, Minn.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. LIPSCOMB:

H.R.12171. A bill to authorize the pay=-
ment to local governments of sums in lieu
of taxes and special assessments with re-
spect to certain Federal real property, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MORRISON:

H.R.12172. A bill to exempt certain ship=-
ments of farm produce from the tax on the
transportation of property; to the Committee
on Ways and Means. :

By Mr. MOSS:

H.R.12173. A bill to authorize the pay=-
ment to local governments of sums in lieu
of taxes and special assessments with re-
spect to certain Federal real property, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey:

H.R.12174. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 so as to impose a
graduated tax on the taxable income of cor-
porations; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 12175. A bill to provide for the trans-
fer of the Civil Service Commission Building
in the District of Columbia to the Regents
of the Smithsonian Institution for use in
housing the National Collection of Fine Arts
and National Portrait Gallery, to provide for
the international interchange of art and
craft works, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. WAINWRIGHT:

H.R. 12176. A bill to provide for the es-
tablishment of a Federal Advisory Council
on the Arts, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. YOUNG:

H.R. 12177. A bill to amend the Commu-
nications Act of 1934, so as to direct the
Federal Communications Commission to pro-
vide for the licensing of television reflector
facilities and VHF translator facilities; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. BONNER:

H. Con. Res. 263. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing additional copies of the hearing
on Labor-Management Problems of the
American Merchant Marine; to the Commit-
tee on House Administration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. EVINS:

H.RR.12178. A bill for the relief of Col.
Benjamin Axelroad; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.
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By Mr. HOSMER:
* H.R.12179. A bill for the relief of Jael
Mercades; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.
By Mr. WALTER:
H.R. 12180. A bill for the relief of Walter
Schik; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

H.J.Res. 680. Joint resolution to waive
certain provisions of section 212 (a) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act in behalf
of certain aliens; to the Committee on the
Judiciary. ;

H. J. Res. 681. Joint resolution to waive the
provision of section 212 (a) (6) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act in behalf of

July 10

certain aliens; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H. J. Res. 682. Joint resolution for the re-
lief of certain aliens; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H. J.Res. 683. Joint resolution for the re-
lief of certain aliens; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Polish Embassy Reception

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. THOMAS J. DODD

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, July 10, 1956

Mr. DODD. Mr. Speaker, in company
with many of my colleagues, I received
an invitation to a reception to be held
at the Polish Embassy in Washington,
D. C., on July 23 “in celebration of the
national holiday of the Polish People’s
Republic.” 3

I trust that no Member of Congress
will attend this so-called celebration, for
it would be shameful in my opinion if
any Member of Congress, by so much as
his presence, participated in a celebra-
tion marking the death of freedom and
justice in Poland.

Mr. Speaker, I have written a letter to
the Polish Ambassador refusing this in-
vitation, and in my letter, I referred to
the fact that 7 years ago I had refused
an honor offered by this same Govern-
ment.

I wish to make my own position a mat-
ter of record, and because I hope that
my letter will be of interest to my col-
leagues, I include here a copy of it which
reads as follows:

Jury 12, 1956.
Ambassador ROMUALD SPASOWSKI,
Embassy of the Polish People’s Republic,
Washington, D. C.

DEeArR MRr. AMBAssADOR: I have received your
invitation to a reception “in celebration of
the national holiday of the Polish People’s
Republic.” In good conscience, I cannot and
will not accept your invitation.

My reasons for so declining were made clear
in a letter I sent to your predecessor, Ambas-
sador Winiewica on April 23, 1949. In that
letter I refused to accept the Officer’s Cross of
the Order of Polonia Restituta which was
tendered to me in recognition of my efforts
at the Nuremberg war crimes trial.

In the letter refusing the decoration, I
stated, in part, as follows: “The record of
your government in both domestic and for-
eign affairs is shockingly similar to the rec-
ord of the Nazi tyrants as established in
Nuremberg. Now the people of Poland are
under the heel of a new tyranny which, like
its evil predecessor, oppresses religious
groups, terrorizes political opponents, and
makes a mockery of the freedoms for which
s0 many brave men and women gave their
lives.”

Now, more than 7 years later, I am even
more firmly convinced that I was right in my
expressions about your government.

Further in the letter I stated, ‘“My great re-
spect and admiration for the Polish people
is undiminished by the misconduct of its
present government.” The anti-Communist
uprising in Poznan less than 2 weeks ago by
the citizens of that historic city who were
willing to fight tanks with their bare hands

for bread and freedom, has increased the
already great respect and admiration that
I have always felt toward the people of
Poland.

It is my considered opinion, Mr. Ambassa-
dor, that the courage and love of freedom of
the Polish people will once again see Poland
a free nation. When that day arrives, and
Poland has a legitimate and just and truly
representative government, I will deem it a
great honor to be invited to its Embassy.

Yours truly,
THOMAS J. Dopb,
Member of Congress.

Hollow Celebration

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ALBERT P. MORANO

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, July 10, 1956

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the Rec-
orp, I wish to include the text of a letter
which I wrote to His Excellency Romu-~
ald Spasowski, the Polish Ambassador to
the United States, in rerly to an invita-
tion to attend a reception in celebration
of the national holiday of the Polish
People’s Republic on July 23.

My first thought upon receiving this
invitation for the Communist celebration
was the picture of thousands of dispirited
Poles, men, women, and children, faced
with the threat of ultimate starvation
in a city called Poznan—a city supposed-
ly flourishing under the Communist
“people’s republic,” the founding of
which will be celebrated on July 23.

This is the “people’s republic” govern-
ment which has refused the humane
offer of the United States to provide food
for these starving people of Poznan.

It is the same “people’s republic” which
turned tanks and guns on the oppressed
humans of that city, humans whose only
crime was that they dared to claim the
rightful heritage of all mankind—the
right to be free.

I am sure there will be no dancing in
the streets of Poznan on July 23.

More than likely the citizens of Poz-
nan will spend the day in quiet prayer—
prayer for the end of the “people’s re-
public”—prayer for the return of their
freedom and their dignity.

Following is the text of my letter to
the Polish Ambassador:

Jury 9, 1956.
His Excellency ROMUALD SPASOWSKI,
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plen-
ipotentiary, Polish Embassy, Wash=
ington, D. C.

DEAR MR. AMBASSADOR: Mrs. Morano and I

regret that we are unable to accept your

invitation to attend the reception in cele-
bration of the national holiday of the Polish
People’s Republic on July 23.

Were we able to attend, I am certain that
my conscience would not permit me to enter
into the spirit of the ‘“celebration’ knowing
in my heart that across the seas the people
of Poland are in agonizing quest for food
for their bodies and freedom for their souls.

I could not in good conscience accept your
hospitality, the offerings of the festive table
and bar, full knowing that in Poznan today
valiant men, women, and children are facing
starvation because they dared to seek the
freedom willed them by God.

‘What a true celebration it would be if you
could urge your government to reconsider,
and on this day you, Mr. Ambassador, were
able to announce the acceptance of the
United States Government’s humane offering
of food for the hungry people of Poznan.
This, indeed, would be cause for a celebra=
tion.

And the true celebration will come, I am
sure, when the shackles of oppression are
fully lifted, and the Poles regain their na-
tional prestige and the pride of a free people;
in truth, that day will be a genuine national
holiday in which your people too will join the
celebration, wholeheartedly and with the
same spirit of free men and women with
which they formerly celebrated their na-
tional holiday of May 3.

In this celebration all Americans would
happily participate.

Sincerely,
ALBERT P. MORANO,
Member of Congress.

Harry S. Ditchburne

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. BARRATT O’HARA

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 10, 1956

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
it is with deep grief that I announce the
death last week in Chicago of Harry S.
Ditchburne, a veteran Republican leader
and in 1933 the nominee of his party
for State’s attorney of Cook County.
From 1927 to 1933 he was the ace prose-
cutor on the staff of the State’s attor-
ney. While we were of different polit-
ical parties and in many widely pub-
licized murder trials of the era were on
opposing sides, he always for the prose-
cution, I always for the defense, we held
for each other a feeling of esteem and
of affection. He was a great prosecutor,
one of the all-time greats in the history
of the criminal courts of Cook County,
thorough in preparation, resourceful in
presentation, impressing juries with his
sincerity and his fairness.

It has been a quarter of a century or
more since Harry Ditchburne and I were
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